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ABSTRACT
FACTORS INFLUENCING AMERICAN INDIAN ADOLESCENTS’ ABSTENTION
AND DESISTANCE FROM DRUG USAGE
Ruben Olegovich Pavlov
April 22, 2022

Informed by Hirschi’s (1969) social bond theory and by Gottfredson and Hirschi’s
(1990) general theory of crime (GTC), the proposed study intends to identify the factors
more likely to differentiate drug-use desisters (i.e., adolescents who reported life-time
usage, but did not report recent drug use) from those who never used drugs and from those
who reported continuous use of drugs. The study is based on a quantitative analysis of
survey data collected between 2009 and 2013 and obtained from a sample of American
Indian (AI) adolescents, attending schools located on or near American Indian reservations.
Although recent statistical information indicates that the risk of substance use is higher
among AI subpopulation groups, recent analyses that identified the correlates of drug use
among the subpopulation of AI adolescents are relatively sparse. Moreover, to the author’s
knowledge there are no studies that attempted to identify the characteristics of AI
adolescents who succeeded to stop using illegal drugs. The dissertation contributes to the
limited literature that focuses on an understudied population subgroup (AI adolescents) and
provides a better understanding of the factors associated with variations in substance use
among AI adolescents and plans to provide information that may be used when social
v

programs meant to prevent and reduce American Indian adolescents’ substance use
are designed. Different from prior research that focused on the risk factors associated with
substance misuse in adolescence, this study attempts to highlight the individual-level that
predict abstention and desistance from drug use. Results show that both boys and girls who
did not report drug use are more likely to have high school attachment, are more likely to
be monitored by parents, and tend to be younger. Additionally, abstainers are less likely to
have delinquent friends and a lower level of self-control. Different from what has been
hypothesized, male and female AI adolescents who did not report lifetime or recent drug
use tend to have a lower level of family attachment than their counterparts who use drugs.
Compared to those who continued to use drugs, male and female adolescents who ceased
using drugs associate significantly less with delinquent peers. Additionally, adolescent
boys who desisted from drug use are more likely to report higher levels of school
attachment, parental monitoring, and self-control than their male counterparts who
continued to use drugs. The implications of the findings as well as the study limitations are
further discussed, and recommendations for future research are presented.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Illicit drug use and abuse in adolescence is a serious and costly societal problem,
which has negative consequences on adolescents’ health and their behavioral outcomes.
Every year in the United States, approximately 4.2 million adolescents between the ages
12 and 17 and nearly 13.2 million young adults between the ages of 18 and 25 use illicit
drugs (Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2019). A decade ago,
a study conducted on a large nationally representative sample of adolescents aged 13 to 18
years, found that four out of ten adolescents reported lifetime drug use and 16.4% reported
illicit drug abuse. For drug abuse with dependence, the median age at onset was 14 years
(Swendsen et al., 2012). Although recent data show a decline in alcohol and drug
consumption among adolescents, certain subpopulation groups continue to be
disproportionally affected by substance misuse (Johnston et al., 2021).
Many illegal drugs are altering the activity of neurotransmitters and hormones,
changing the status and function of the nervous and endocrine systems (Hanson et al.,
2018). Drugs influence mental states by modifying the chemical messages of the
neurotransmitters in the brain, and some drugs alter endocrine functioning. While certain
drugs, like benzodiazepines, may relieve anxiety and stress due to their depressant effects
on the central nervous system, other drugs such as amphetamines and cocaine are
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considered major stimulants that increase alertness, excitation, and euphoria (Hanson et al.,
2018).
Research shows that drug misuse has many negative effects on users, especially on
young users. Adolescent drug users are more likely to report early sexual activity (i.e.,
having intercourse before age 15) and involvement in risky sexual behavior (i.e.,
unprotected sex), which may lead to unplanned pregnancies and sexually transmitted
diseases, including HIV infections (Hanson et al., 2018). Zapata, Hillis, Marchbanks,
Curtis, and Lowry (2008), for instance, found significant positive associations between
methamphetamine use and early sexual activity, ever being pregnant or getting someone
pregnant. Anderson and Mueller (2008) found that compared to abstainers, adolescent drug
users were more likely to report being sexually active and engaging in unprotected sex.
Drug use not only affects the user but has negative consequences on society at large
as well. McKeganey, Barnard, and McIntosh (2002) found that material deprivation and
neglect, exposure to drug and drug dealing, the risk of physical abuse and violence,
exposure to criminal behavior, and family break-up are negative consequences of excessive
drug use. Substance use also negatively affects the workplace through lost productivity,
workplace accidents, employee absenteeism, and increased illness. Moreover, there is also
a long-established close association between drug abuse and criminality. Approximately
60% of individuals arrested for most types of crimes tested positive for illegal drugs at
arrest (Hanson et al., 2018).
Recent statistical information provided by the National Survey on Drug Use and
Health (NSDUH), which collects data from a nationally representative sample of American
adolescents indicates that a substantial segment of the youth population is involved in
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substance misuse. Results have shown that among those age 12-17 years old, 12.5% were
past year users of marijuana (SAMHSA, 2019). Johnston et al. (2019) found that 16.3% of
the students in the 8th, 10th, and 12th grades had reported using an illicit drug in the past
month. Furthermore, there has been some increase since 2016 among 8th and 10th graders
in the annual prevalence of illicit drug use. Overall, results reveal that while use of
individual drugs may fluctuate widely, the proportion of adolescents using any of them is
much more stable.
Studies examining illicit drug use among adolescents show inter-group variations
when the race/ethnicity of the users is taken into the account. Young and Joe (2009) who
reviewed the literature that examined rates of illicit drug use among adolescents concluded
that among adolescents 12 to 17 years old, AI youth had higher rates for past month
marijuana use and had higher lifetime rates of cocaine usage than adolescents belonging to
other racial/ethnic groups. For instance, the 2007 SAMHSA report found that 18.4% of
American Indians (AIs) aged 12 years or older used illicit drugs at least once in the past
year, while nationally, the corresponding percentage was lower (14.6%). AI youth were
also almost twice more likely to report an illicit drug use disorder (5.0% vs. 2.9%,
nationally) (Dennis & Momper, 2012). Chen et al. (2012) also found considerable intergroup variation in reported rates of illicit drug use. For example, while Asian adolescents
had the lowest rate (3.6%), American Indians (9.5%) had drug use rates almost three times
higher. Furthermore, among females, American Indians had the highest risk (11.5%) of
drug-related problems.
Moreover, Banks et al.’s (2017) study based on data from the 2011-2014 National
Survey on Drug Use and Health reached a similar conclusion. When examining drug usage
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among adolescents (age 12-18), researchers found that American Indian (AI) youth tend to
report higher rates of marijuana use than White adolescents. The same study also found
that AI adolescents have an increased risk for cigarette use and a higher risk of adverse
health consequences. Hanson et al. (2022) reported that illicit drug use in 2015 varied from
9.2% among Asian adolescents to 23.6% among American Indians or Alaska Natives. Eitle
and Eitle (2018) also concluded that among various racial/ethnic groups AI adolescents
had the highest prevalence rate of past year drug use. Furthermore, research found that
reservation-based AI youths have a higher risk of alcohol and drug use than AI adolescents
who do not live on reservations (Swaim & Stanley, 2018).
In summary, a multitude of studies conducted during the past decade identified a
higher prevalence of substance misuse among American Indian adolescents than in other
racial/ethnic groups of adolescents. However, the number of recent studies exploring the
correlates of illegal drug use among American Indian adolescents is limited. Moreover,
most studies focusing on American Indian substance use have often employed surveys
based on a single reservation or tribe (Akins et al., 2003). Yet there is considerable cultural
variation among the Native American tribes (Beauvais et al., 2004) and the generalizability
of the findings may be affected. By analyzing data from a relatively large sample of AI
adolescents (N= 3,380) who attended schools on or near reservations in five US regions,
the current study will be able to overcome the aforementioned limitation.
The aim of the current dissertation is to reduce the apparent gap in the literature and
bring awareness not only of the factors that predict American Indian adolescents’ drug use,
but also of those that predict abstinence and desistance from drug usage. Social bond theory
(Hirschi, 1969) and the general theory of crime (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990), as well as
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the literature focusing on delinquent behavior indicate that strong social bonds in
adolescence to informal institutions of social control and high self-control levels act as
delinquency-protective factors. Theoretically informed by these two control theories
(Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Hirschi, 1969), the proposed study intends to determine if
the same correlates of abstinence from drug use, for instance, appear to predict the cessation
of drug use. It is anticipated that individuals with strong bonds to family and school and
those with a high self-control will be more likely to report desistance from drug usage.
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CHAPTER II
AMERICAN INDIAN YOUTH’S SOCIAL PROBLEMS

The brief review of recent statistical information showed that American Indian
youth have higher prevalence rates of substance misuse than youth belonging to other
racial/ethnic groups in the United States. Yet, even if comparative research based on selfreports generally indicates that the prevalence of alcohol and drug use is higher among
AI/AN adolescents (Banks et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2012; Dennis & Momper, 2012; Eitle
& Eitle, 2018; Johnston et al., 2021), most of the reviewed studies did not control for
additional factors that might have influenced inter-group differences in substance misuse.
In order to better understand why this might be the case, it is important to highlight some
of the special circumstances that have shaped the lives of the AI youth and increased their
risk of problematic behavior. As Pridemore (2004) noted, while the cultures, traditions,
and spiritualities of Native American tribes provide unique protective factors against one’s
involvement in risky behavior, “[t]he social and economic conditions faced by much of the
Native American population, as well as the history and treatment of Native Americans in
our society, create many risk factors for criminal offending” (p. 45).
There are currently almost ten million American Indian and Alaska Native (AI/AN)
people living in the United States, representing 2.9% of the total US population (U.S.
Census, 2021). According to the National Congress of American Indians (NCAI) (2019),
there are 573 federally recognized AI/AN tribes in the US. These tribes represent a great
diversity of cultures, traditions, and sovereign power. In general, there is significant
6

heterogeneity among American Indians based on residential patterns, blood quantum,
cultural identity, and tribal-specific factors (Hawkins et al., 2004). Yet, while tribal
communities are diverse, Native Americans share a traumatic history of eradication,
relocation, cultural assimilation, and the termination of their self-governance. Several
scholars refer to “historical trauma” as a construct used to describe the impact of
colonization, cultural suppression, and historical oppression of Indigenous peoples in
North America (Kirmayer et al., 2014). Brave Heart (1999), a Native American scholar,
defines historical trauma as a “cumulative emotional and psychological wounding over the
lifespan and across generations, emanating from massive group trauma” and contends that
it is accompanied by “historical unresolved grief” (p. 110). Brave Heart argues that selfdestructive behavior, including substance abuse is one of the multiple responses to
historical trauma (Brave Heart, 1999). According to Brave Heart and DeBruyn (1998, p.
56),

American Indians experienced massive losses of lives, land, and culture
from European contact and colonization resulting in a long legacy of
chronic trauma and unresolved grief across generations. This phenomenon,
labeled historical unresolved grief, contributes to the current social
pathology of high rates of suicide, homicide, domestic violence, child
abuse, alcoholism, and other social problems among American Indians.

Kirmayer et al. (2014), however, contends that “persistent suffering of Indigenous
peoples in the Americas reflects not so much past trauma as ongoing structural violence”
(p. 299). Nonetheless, despite conceptual disagreements, factual data show that American
Indian children and adolescents are affected the most by the social maladies that
7

characterize tribal communities. About 29% of AI/AN persons are youth under the age of
eighteen (NCAI, 2019) and most of them experience a wide range of social problems (Rees
et al., 2014), which without any doubt impact the AI/AN youth’s behavioral outcomes,
including substance misuse.
Over 25% of AI/AN children and adolescents live in poverty and in communities
with limited access to social safety net services. They are more likely to experience
physical and mental health problems and about 22% of AI/AN youth display symptoms of
Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), a rate that surpasses the incidence of PTSD among
Afghanistan, Iraq, and Persian Gulf veterans (National Congress of American Indians,
2019). According to Kulis et al. (2013), AI adolescents who reported higher rates of
substance use were more likely to report mental health problems, suicidality, risky sexual
behavior, and violent offending. In 2017, American Indian teenagers had the highest
suicide rates (28.8 per 100,000 for males; 10.2 per 100,000 for females) among all
racial/ethnic groups age 15-19 years old (Child Trends, 2019). In 2015, AI youth had the
second largest victimization rate among all ethnic/racial youth groups. These victimization
rates were eight times higher than the victimization rates corresponding to Asian youth and
1.5 times higher than victimization rates for non-Hispanic White adolescents (U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, 2017).
The family and the school, the main socializing institutions in our society seem to
have failed AI children as well. In the family, American Indian children are facing a “dual
deficit” because they are subjected to higher levels of family disruption, out-of-home
placements and foster care, and are more likely to experience childhood maltreatment and
neglect (Turanovic & Pratt, 2017, p. 1335). Several scholars argue that, in part, the legacy

8

of the past is responsible for the familial problems many American Indian youth are
currently experiencing. As Pridemore noted in his review of the literature, as a result of the
federal policies that between 1868 and 1950 forcibly removed Indian children from their
homes and placed them in boarding schools, generations of Native American parents could
not acquire the necessary parenting skills because they lacked proper role models.
Moreover, it is argued that this forced assimilation also negated several protective factors
that were a part of many traditional Native American cultures, such as the importance of
extended families and reliance on the tribal members (Pridemore, 2004, pp. 47-48). While
most European American values emphasize individual success and achievement, American
Indian cultural values promote respect, sharing, and non-competitive interactions
(Whitbeck et al., 2002).
Additionally, it is also argued that American Indians’ isolation and segregation, as
well as high poverty levels that plague many tribal communities limited the youth’s
exposure to positive role models and pro-social opportunities (Pridemore, 2004). Recent
research indicates that many AI/AN students experienced unfavorable learning conditions
and contexts, as well as unjust educational policies and discriminatory practices that
negatively affected their educational outcomes (Nganga et al., 2019). According to the
Native Youth Report issued by the White House, in 2014, for instance, the high-school
graduation rate for AI/AN students (67%) was the lowest of any racial/ethnic group across
all schools (Reyhner & Eder, 2017). Based on American Community Survey (ACS) data,
in 2014, the percentage of AI/AN youth who were high-school dropouts (11.5%), was
almost twice higher than the status dropout rate (6.3%) for all 16- to 24-year-olds in the
country (McFarland et al., 2018). Research, however, shows that many AI students give up
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school because they find the curricula irrelevant or culturally insensitive and also because
they face discriminatory disciplinary practices in the public schools, they are more likely
to attend (Reyhner & Elder, 2017).
In sum, reviews of the literature (Szlemko et al., 2006; Vaeth et al., 2017) that tried
to explain disparities in alcohol and drug use between AI adolescents and youth belonging
to other racial/ethnic groups contended that cumulative historical trauma, racial
discrimination, forced cultural assimilation processes, and governmental policies that
caused family disruption contributed directly and indirectly to the higher prevalence in AI
communities of risk factors generally associated with substance misuse (e.g., persistent
socioeconomic disadvantage, low academic achievement, family history of abuse,
association with delinquent peers, etc.) (Andreescu & Overstreet, 2020). For instance,
research shows that AI youth who do not do well in school, who do not strongly identify
with the American Indian culture, and who come from families who also abuse substances
are more likely to abuse drugs (Moran & Reaman, 2002). As Andreescu and Overstreet
(2020) noted, even if there is limited evidence suggesting that cultural factors may prevent
risky and illegal behavior (Beauvais, 1998; Swaim & Stanley, 2018; Whitesell et al., 2014),
it should be known that “tribal beliefs and values are almost universal in that they prohibit
drug or alcohol use as well as violence toward others” (Szlemko et al., 2006, p. 444).
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CHAPTER III
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW

The proposed study will be informed by the social bond theory (Hirschi, 1969) and
the general theory of crime (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Both theories are part of the
control perspective, which is one of the oldest and most popular paradigms used to explain
delinquency and crime. Rooted in the classical school of criminology, the control
perspective assumes that people are fundamentally “selfish pleasure seekers” and that the
desire to commit crime is natural to all human beings. According to control theorists, what
needs to be explained is not why some people commit crime, but why most individuals
resist criminal temptation (Miller et al., 2015, pp. 140-141). As Hirschi (1969) noted, “The
question remains, why do men obey the rules of society? Deviance is taken for granted;
conformity must be explained” (p. 10).

Social Bond Theory
In his book Causes of Delinquency, published more than five decades ago, Hirschi
integrated the ideas of early control theorists and presented a complete theoretical
development, conceptualization, operationalization, and empirical test of his theory.
Hirschi’s (1969) control theory is considered now the “definitive social control model”
(Miller et al., 2015, p. 141). One of the most frequently tested theories of delinquency and
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crime, Hirschi’s (1969) version of social control theory will be used in this study to better
understand the processes conducive to adolescents’ differential involvement in drug use.
Hirschi’s social control theory, also known as the social bond theory, considers that
strong ties to informal institutions of social control, such as the family and school, are
effective means to prevent delinquency and crime in childhood and adolescence (Hirschi,
1969). According to Hirschi, social bonds represent the humans’ connectedness to society
and act as barriers to opportunities for delinquency and crime as well as restraints. In
Hirschi’s view, those who break the law are not socialized into delinquency and crime, as
other theories would argue, but are undersocialized into conformity (Hirschi, 1969).
Hirschi identified four elements of the social bonds (1) attachment, (2)
commitment, (3) involvement, (4) and belief. Attachment can be defined as the emotional
closeness or one’s feelings of sensitivity and affection for others. For children and
adolescents, the bond of attachment refers mainly to the connection they have with
important agents of socialization such as parents and teachers. When children and
adolescents feel close to their parents and/or their teachers, they are more likely to respect
them, and they are more likely to play by the rules. In addition to attachment to parents,
Hirschi (1969) believed that school attachment provided additional stability in the
adolescent’s life. Hirschi found that weak attachment to school (e.g., low grades and poor
school performance; poor school attendance) is associated with a higher risk of partaking
in deviant acts.
Those with strong bonds of attachment care about what other people think about
them and do not want to risk disappointing those who matter in their lives. Yet, when
individuals disregard the expectations of others, there is nothing that would restrain them
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from committing delinquent acts. In Hirschi’s (1969) view, attachment is more like an
“internal parent” and people with strong attachment to family and school may not require
constant monitoring and observation because they have the inner capacity to resist
temptations and avoid involvement in delinquent acts. Therefore, indirectly, attachment
would act as a crime deterrent.
The second of Hirschi’s (1969) social bonds, commitment, was defined as youths’
stake in conformity towards conventional social order. Commitment refers to a youth’s
aspirations for attending college and obtaining meaningful employment. Commitment may
be seen as the rational element of the social bond, as a component based on a cost-benefit
estimation of one’s involvement in delinquency and crime, which would restrict one’s
educational and occupational aspirations.
Hirschi (1969) defined commitment as the degree to which the individual’s selfinterest has been invested in hard work, high school achievements, and establishing a good
reputation. The committed adolescent is a person who feels it is important to pursue goals
that are socially approved and relevant to the future. According to Hirschi (1969),
delinquents do not value the rewards society proposes and do not invest much time and
energy in the conventional social order. For those who lack conformity to societal rules,
the costs of crime are perceived as being low and the consequences of criminal behavior
are irrelevant because these individuals have little to lose.
The third component of the social bond is involvement. Involvement refers to one’s
participation in conventional activities, such as spending time on schoolwork and obtaining
good grades, as well as practicing sports, being involved in church groups or in other
prosocial activities that are generally supervised by adults. It is the element of the bond that

13

takes into account the effect of time as a potential restraining factor. Hirschi (1969) argued
that adolescents involved in structured conventional activities would have no time to
engage in criminal activities. Thus, structured activities that are organized and supervised
by adults lead to prosocial conduct. On the other hand, involvement in unstructured
activities that are unsupervised may increase an individual’s delinquency risk (Hirschi,
1969).
The fourth component of the social bond is belief. Belief refers to one’s respect for
societal rules and moral values. As Hirschi (1969) noted, belief depends on the strength of
attachment and allegiance to conventional laws and rules. If wayward youths are not
socialized properly into conventional beliefs, their respect for the rule of law is weak. They
become involved in crime because they fail to internalize conventional beliefs to the degree
needed to prevent them from allegiance to the criminal culture (Hirschi, 1969).
In summary, the basic idea of Hirschi’s (1969) social control theory is that in the
absence of ties to conventional institutions of social control, deviance would occur. Hirschi
(1969) argued that lower the social bonds (i.e., attachment, commitment, involvement, and
belief) to childhood/adolescence institutions of informal social control (family, school, and
pro-social peer groups), higher the probability of delinquency involvement will be.
Conversely, children and adolescents with strong social bonds, characterized by strong
attachment and commitment to family and school or to “conventional others” as Hirschi
(1969) specified, will be less likely to engage in delinquency, including illegal drug use.
Following is presented a summary review of research studies that provided empirical
testing of Hirschi’s (1969) theoretical tenets.
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Empirical tests of the social bond theory: Adolescent substance use
Since its formulation in 1969, social bond theory has generated a substantial amount
of empirical testing. And for the most part, empirical research found strong support for the
theory, confirming that the strength of social bonds does influence one’s involvement in
delinquency and crime (Costello & Vowell, 1999; Matsueda & Anderson, 1998; Wells &
Rankin, 1988), including drug use (Agnew, 1993; Cernkovich & Giordano, 1992).
Moreover, based on his review of the literature, Schroeder (2015, p. 224) noted, that
research did not identify gender- or race-based differences when the effects of social bonds
on behavioral outcomes were examined.
Family
The family is the primary agent of socialization in contemporary society and, from
the social bond perspective, it is essential to examine the strength of the parent – child
bond, which research showed is critical in determining various developmental outcomes,
including delinquency and criminal offending (see Schroeder, 2015). According to Hirschi
(1969), delinquency will be low in families with strong affective ties, because juveniles
who are strongly attached to their parents are more likely to care about the normative
expectations of their parents, which will offer protection against delinquent impulses
(Hoeve et al, 2012, p. 771). Research conducted on samples of adolescents generally found

that strong affective ties between adolescents and their parents tend to reduce the
adolescents’ deviance and/or delinquent behavior. Hoeve et al.’s (2012) multilevel metaanalysis of 63 independent studies that focused on a total of 55,537 subjects concluded that
there is a significant positive link between poor attachment to parents and delinquency in
boys and girls. Although the overall mean effect size was small to moderate (i. e., r = .18)
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and there was significant heterogeneity in findings, most studies included in the analysis
found a significant association between the parenting variables and delinquency.
Despite inconsistencies, most studies that examined the effects of parental bonds
on adolescents’ drug use also contended that low attachment to parents is more likely to
predict drug misuse. Ford (2009), for example, used a nationally representative sample of
youth aged 12 to 17 (N =55,905) to establish the impact of social bonds to family on
nonmedical prescription drug use among adolescents. The study confirmed that
adolescents with strong bonds to family are less likely to report nonmedical prescription
drug use. Ford (2009) argued that a strong bond to parents makes substance use less likely
because youth do value their close relationship with parents and believe that substance use
will destroy these special relations. Bahr et al. (1998), also concluded that when the parentchild bonds are strong, adolescents are significantly less likely to use various drugs. And
several other studies that explored the effect of attachment to parents on substance misuse
reached similar conclusions (Bahr et al., 2005; Barfield-Cottledge, 2015; Farrell & White,
1998; Hart & Mueller, 2013; Hay et al., 2013; HeavyRunner-Rioux & Hollist, 2010; Henry,
2008; Kim et al., 2010; Krohn et al., 1983; Ӧzbay & Ӧzcan, 2006; Peterson et al., 2010;
Williams & Smith, 1993).
Yet, while a relatively large number of studies found that adolescents who are
attached to parents are less likely to engage in drug experimentation and/or use regularly
illegal drugs, exceptions do exist. Using data from a large random sample of adolescents
(N = 13,250), Bahr et al. (1995) for instance, found that mother-adolescent bonding had
only a modest indirect effect on adolescent drug use, and that the effect of father-adolescent
bonding on drug use was relatively weak. There were no gender differences when the
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influence of parental bonding on the usage of three types of drugs was examined (Bahr et
al., 1995).
In a three-year cohort study that included adolescents from a large metropolitan
area in the Midwest, Hoffman and Su (1998) also found that family attachment had no
significant direct effects on drug use. Similarly, Schroeder and Ford (2012) found that
parental bonds did not significantly predict marijuana or other illicit drug use. Specifically,
adolescents with strong parental bonds were equally likely to use marijuana or other illicit
drugs as were adolescents with weak parental bonds. Additionally, when controlling for
social learning theoretical concepts, Norman and Ford (2015) found that having strong
attachments to family did not predict ecstasy use in a national sample of adolescents.
However, the effect of parental bonds was significant and negatively related to ecstasy use
before the introduction of the social learning variables in the model. In sum, although the
findings of studies that explored the relationship between parental bonds or family
attachment and adolescent substance use are not always consistent, the majority of the
studies reviewed indicate that adolescents with strong bonds to their parents are
significantly less likely to use drugs.
School
In addition to family, the school is generally recognized as the second most
important agent of socialization for children and there is strong evidence that the school is
one of the most important prosocial units (Chan et al., 2017). For instance, Hart and
Mueller (2013) tested the relationship between bonds to school (i. e., attachment to school,
commitment to sport activities, commitment to non-sport activities, involvement, and
beliefs) and school delinquency. The study utilized a nationally representative sample of
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10th graders (N =11,758) from the 2002 Education Longitudinal Study. Among the general
findings, parental involvement and bonds to school had a negative significant relationship
with school delinquency. For boys, stronger bonds to school appeared to be the most
influential factor in combating school delinquency. For girls, results suggested that stronger
bonds to school were also significantly linked to lower levels of school delinquency.
Stewart (2003) used a nationally representative sample of high school students
(N=10,578) to examine the extent to which individual- and school-level factors explain
variation in school misbehavior. The study findings indicate that higher levels of school
attachment, school commitment, and belief in school rules are significantly associated with
lower levels of misbehavior in school. Stewart (2003) found that belief in school rules was
the strongest of the four social-bond predictors, followed by school attachment and school
commitment.
Additionally, several other studies found a negative significant relationship
between school attachment and delinquent behavior (Cernkovich & Giordano, 1992; Hay
et al., 2013; Henry, 2008; Kalu et al., 2020; Li, 2004; Ӧzbay & Ӧzcan, 2006; Payne, 2008).
Moreover, a meta-analysis of 87 experimental and quasi-experimental studies that
evaluated school-based delinquency prevention programs found convincing evidence that
positive changes in attachment and commitment to school resulting from the preventive
interventions were consistently accompanied by positive changes in problem behavior
(Najaka et al., 2001).
Studies that focused on drug use among adolescents generally concluded that
various elements of the social bond, such as school attachment and commitment, and
involvement in pro-social activities act as substance-misuse deterrents. Bahr et al. (2005),
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for instance, found that attachment and commitment to school have significant negative
direct and indirect effects on drug use. Similar findings were produced by additional studies
that examined the effects of one’s attachment to school on delinquent behavior, including
drug use. For example, Dornbusch et al. (2001) conducted a longitudinal assessment that
used a national probability sample of 13,568 adolescents in the 7th grade through the 12th
grade. The authors studied whether attachment to the family and to the school predicted
decreases in five forms of adolescent deviance. With the Wave 1 (1995) and Wave 2 (1996)
of data, the study used cigarette smoking, alcohol use, marijuana use, delinquency, and
violent behavior and examined the overall level, prevalence, and frequency of each
problem behavior. Results indicated that the adolescent’s attachments to the family and
school tended to reduce the prevalence, intensity, and overall frequency of substance use,
delinquency, and violent behaviors. The research indicated that the pattern of relations
between measures of attachment and measures of deviance was not affected by differences
in community type, gender, or ethnicity.
Henry and Slater (2007) tested 4,216 male and female students from middle or
junior high schools across the United States. The study examined the effect on drug use of
self-assessed school attachment, as well as the contextual level of school attachment. The
authors noted that school attachment was a protective factor with respect to youth’s
substance use. Similarly, Kulis et al. (2002) found that American Indian students’ academic
achievement, a variable frequently used as an indicator of school attachment, was the
strongest predictor of drug use. The better students performed in school as measured by
grades, the stronger their adherence to antidrug personal norms were. Likewise, Nguyen
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(2021) found that social bonds to school have deterrent effects on marijuana use among
adolescents.
Commitment to school and to high moral standards had also been found to be
correlated with drug use in Nagasawa et al.’s study of a sample that included only AsianAmerican students. The study results indicate that youths who adopt higher moral values
and relate positively to school are less likely to use drugs than are youths who have lower
moral standard and relate less positively to school, respectively (Nagasawa et al., 2000).
Additionally, Kostelecky (2005) found that commitment to school and academic
attainment were significant protective factors when it comes to substance use.
While a strong connectedness to school has been linked to reduced risk of
adolescent drug use in other studies as well (Chan et al., 2017; Farrell & White, 1998; Ford,
2009; Galaif & Newcomb, 1999; Kalu et al., 2020; Tibbetts & Whittimore, 2002),
exceptions do exist. Using a nationally representative sample of adolescents, Norman and
Ford (2015) for instance, found that school attachment and a composite measure of
conventional involvement that assessed one’s participation in school-based, communitybased, and faith-based groups, as well as in other activities (e.g., dance, piano, karate, or
horseback riding) were both negatively and significantly associated with variations in
ecstasy use only before social learning theoretical concepts were introduced in the
statistical model. When controlling for social learning predictors, none of the social control
measures continued to have a significant effect on ecstasy use.
Peers
In addition to family and school, the peer-group is an important socialization agent
for children, particularly during adolescence. Although throughout his original
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conceptualization of the social bond theory, “Hirschi (1969) repeatedly used the phrase
‘attachment to conventional others’ to stress that the normative orientation of others to
whom one is bonded is important to the theory” (Schroeder, 2015, p. 231), explaining the
impact of close ties to delinquent peers is still problematic for the bond theory.
Nonetheless, Hirschi acknowledged the possibility that affective bonds can be formed with
nonconventional others and recognized that those relationships can also control criminal
behavior. Hirschi, however, argued that delinquent adolescents tend to associate with
delinquent peers because they have a lot in common and that is why the delinquent peer
effect is strong and significant in most research studies. Even if the debate continues, and
research has not firmly established whether the delinquent peer effect on offending is due
to selection or to causation, there is evidence of a reciprocal relationship between
delinquent behavior and association with delinquent peers (see Schroeder, 2015 for a
review).
Regarding substance misuse, a multitude of studies concluded that association with
adolescent peers who use drugs is one of the strongest correlates of adolescent substance
use (Bahr et al., 2005; Barfield-Cottledge, 2015; Chan et al., 2017; Farrell & White, 1998;
Henry, 2008; Hwang & Akers, 2006; Marschall-Lévesque et al., 2014; Wills & Cleary,
1999). Based on their review of the literature, Sussman et al. (2007) also concluded that
bonds to prosocial peers appear to have a drug-usage protective effect, while affiliation
with substance using or antisocial peers has been linked to substance use.
Researchers also found that drug usage usually starts when adolescents associate
with peers who use illicit drugs (Bauman & Ennett, 1994; Moon et al., 1999; Passarotti et
al., 2015; Simons-Morton & Chen, 2006). Additionally, Passarotti et al. (2015) who
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examined marijuana use trajectories within an adolescent cohort found that escalating
marijuana use is mediated by peer influence. In sum, results of several longitudinal studies
suggest that one’s initiation into drug usage is a result of one’s friendships with peers who
were already drug users.
Studies that tried to determine if bonds to parents are more impactful than
association with delinquent peers (i.e., drug users) produced mixed results. While Hwang
and Akers (2006), for instance, found that the peers’ influence on adolescents’ decision to
abstain or to use drug was stronger than the parents’ influence, Kim et al. (2010), concluded
that both parental and peer influences were equally strong and were significantly associated
with adolescent substance use. Regarding gender effects, although prior research found
that the delinquent peer influence on behavioral outcomes was stronger for male
adolescents than it was for female adolescents (Piquero et al., 2005), several researchers
concluded that both boys and girls who misused drugs were equally impacted by their
association with delinquent peers who used drugs (Duncan et al., 2005; Weerman & Hoeve,
2012).

The General Theory of Crime
As noted at the beginning of this chapter, the current study will be also informed
by Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) self-control theory. In accordance with Gottfredson
and Hirschi’s (1990) claim that their theory would explain “all crime at all times” (Burt,
2015, p. 144), the theory is also known as the general theory of crime (GTC). Like Hirschi’s
(1969) social bond theory, GTC is rooted in classical criminology and shares “the view
that saw crime as the natural consequence of unrestrained human tendencies to seek
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pleasure and avoid pain” (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990, p. xiv). Yet, while invoking the
hedonistic assumptions about human nature of the classical theory (Gibbs et al., 1998),
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) also noted that they did not simply resurrect the classical
model, which “tends to ignore the role of the family in crime causation” (p. xiv).
According to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), variation in the propensity to engage
in crime and deviance is primarily a function of individual differences in self-control,
which is conceptualized as a latent personality trait (Conner et al., 2009, p.137). Selfcontrol would explain variations in behavior, including criminal acts, across time, gender,
ethnicity, and crime types. Self-control refers to the individuals’ ability to regulate
emotions and thoughts based on cognitive factors, and their capacity to control impulses
related to various environmental stressors. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) contended that
“people who lack self-control will tend to be impulsive, insensitive, physical (as opposed
to mental), risk-taking, short-sighted, and nonverbal, and they will tend therefore to engage
in criminal and analogous acts” (p. 90). The authors also noted that self-control is a
construct that is recognizable in childhood, prior to the age of accountability, and is stable
throughout the life course. When opportunities for deviance or crime are present, low selfcontrol would cause deviant and/or criminal behavior (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990).
According to Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory of crime (GTC), “the major
cause of low self-control appears to be ineffective child-rearing” (Gottfredson & Hirschi,
1990, p. 97). When parents recognize, monitor, and punish unruly behavior, children will
control their impulses to misbehave. Conversely, children subjected to weak parental
controls, will have a low level of self-control, will be unable to delay gratification, and will
be more likely to engage in deviant and/or delinquent behavior (Pratt & Cullen, 2000). In
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essence, self-control is the internalization of parental control. While, according to
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) parents play an important role in the formation of selfcontrol, in-school interventions can be equally effective. A recent meta-analysis that
included 41 experimental studies that evaluated programs meant to improve the level of
self-control of children 10 years old or younger concluded that self-control programs
significantly improve a child/adolescent’s self-control and also reduce delinquency
(Piquero et al., 2016).
In summary, as Roussell and Omori (2016, p. 917) noted, Gottfredson and Hirschi
(1990) favor a fixed trajectory of antisocial behavior (including drug use) for those with
low self-control. Their theory suggests a divergence in behavior between those whose
parents have instilled in them self-control by ages 8 to 10 and those who have not. Because
GTC rejects the so-called age crime curve (Hirschi & Gottfredson, 2000), by the time of
adolescence, the trajectories are relatively fixed.
Empirical Tests of Self-Control Theory: Adolescent Drug Use
Low self-control
Empirical tests of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) theory found evidence that low
self-control is significantly and positively related to involvement in deviant behavior,
delinquency, and crime. Pratt and Cullen’s (2000) meta-analysis shows strong empirical
support for GTC. The study was based on 21 empirical studies published between 1993
and 1999 and contained 126 effect size estimates, representing the integration of 49,727
individual cases (Pratt & Cullen, 2000, p. 939). The authors concluded that, despite
differences in the operationalization of self-control, as well as differences in model
specifications, research design, or sample characteristics, self-control appears to be “one
of the strongest known correlates of crime” (Pratt & Cullen 2000, p. 952). The authors also
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determined that the mean effect size of self-control tends to be stronger in cross-sectional
studies (Z = .260 vs. Z = .142 in longitudinal studies), in studies based on racially
homogenous samples (Z = .281 vs .Z = .242 in racially integrated samples), in studies that
included samples of adults (Z = .308 vs. Z = .169, juvenile samples), and in analyses based
on female samples (Z = .573 vs. Z = .155, in male samples). Results also showed that low
self-control tends to explain better variations in analogous behavior, such as drug use (Z =
.352) than variations in general crime and delinquency (Z = .227) (Pratt & Cullen, 2000, p.
947).
A more recent meta-analysis that included a larger number of studies (N = 99)
confirmed Pratt and Cullen’s (2000) findings. Specifically, random effects mean
correlation (Mr) between self-control and deviance was Mr=.415 for cross-sectional
studies and Mr= .345 for longitudinal ones. Studies with more male participants, studies
based on older or US-based populations, and self-report studies found weaker effects
(Vazsonyi et al., 2017, p. 48). Although a large majority of studies documented a positive
and significant relationship between low self-control and delinquent/criminal behavior,
exceptions exist. For instance, when controlling for the social learning theoretical
predictors, some studies based on cross-cultural samples found no significant relationship
between self-control and delinquent behavior (e.g., Cheung & Cheung, 2008; Hwang &
Akers, 2003; Meneses & Akers, 2010).
Although results are not always consistent, research studies that examined the effect
of low self-control on substance misuse generally found empirical support for GTC’s
predictions. Using a sample of 598 college students, Tibbetts and Whittimore tested the
interactive effects of school commitment and low self-control on binge drinking and drug
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use. Results showed that students who had both low self-control and low commitment to
school had significantly higher scores on substance abuse (Tibbetts & Whittimore, 2002).
Several longitudinal studies documented significant relationships between
indicators of low self-control and drug use as well. Fergusson et al. (1993) found that low
self-control and conduct problems at age 8 predicted the onset of marijuana use by age 15.
Pedersen (1991) and Teichman et al. (1989) concluded that illicit substance use was more
common among adolescents who sought thrills and new sensations, which are generally
seen as indicators of low self-control (see Grasmick et al., 1993). Conner et al. (2009)
conducted a longitudinal study based on a sample of 317 adolescent male offenders who
were part of the Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) programs implemented in
five US cities in the 1990s. The authors found that those with a “volatile temper”, one of
the subscales of low self-control used in the study, were significantly more likely to report
drug use, when interviewed six months after they entered the alternative-to-incarceration
program for youth at risk. Conversely, a longitudinal study based on a nationally
representative sample of adolescents found that adolescents with a high level of self-control
were significantly less likely to report drug use (Chapple et al., 2005).
However, in an analysis that assessed the effect of low self-control on alcohol use
in a sample of white and American Indian female adolescents, Andreescu (2019) found
that when controlling for social learning theoretical predictors, self-control could not
differentiate abstainers from alcohol users in the racially integrated sample and in the two
subsamples differentiated by race. When examining the relationship between self-control
and marijuana use among American and Bolivian college students, Meneses and Akers
(2010) also did not find significant relationship between the two variables of interest, when
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controlling for other theoretical predictors. Similar results (i.e., nonsignificant effect of low
self-control) were obtained by Hwang and Akers (2003) in a study examining the correlates
of substance misuse among Korean adolescents.
Parental monitoring
The role of parents as protective agents against adolescents’ involvement in
delinquency and crime has been explored extensively by researchers and prior studies
generally found that adolescents who report parental supervision are less likely to commit
delinquent acts. Specifically, a meta-analysis based on 161 studies completed between
1950 and 2007 found that active monitoring by parents had a relatively strong link to
delinquency, with effect sizes varying from -.23 to -.31 (Hoeve et al., 2009).
Although results are not always consistent, several studies found evidence that
parental monitoring deters adolescents from using alcohol and/or drugs (e.g., Chapple et
al., 2005; Choquet et al., 2008; Farrell & White, 1998; Robertson et al., 2008; Villarreal &
Nelson, 2018). Additionally, Tornay and colleagues concluded that parental monitoring
was associated with a decreased risk of substance use among adolescents in Switzerland.
The study utilized a large nationally representative sample of Swiss adolescents (N =7,611)
from the European School Project on Alcohol and Other Drugs (ESPAD) survey.
Furthermore, the protective effect of parental monitoring seemed to be strong enough to
counterbalance the negative effect of peer pressure on adolescent substance use (Tornay et
al., 2013). Furthermore, Krohn et al. (2019) who studied the role of effective parenting in
relationship to the early onset of drug use, found that children monitored effectively by
parents were less likely to report early onset substance use. Moreover, research suggests

27

that the positive effects of parental monitoring on adolescent substance use may be stronger
for females than for males (Farrell & White, 1998; Webb et al., 2002).
Yet a recent study that examined various factors that differentiate alcohol users
from abstainers in a sample of female adolescents found that when controlling for a set of
predictors, parental monitoring had only a significant indirect negative effect on AI female
adolescents’ alcohol use (Andreescu, 2019). No significant direct or indirect effects of
parental supervision on substance misuse (e.g., depressants or stimulants) were identified
by Hwang and Akers (2006) in their analysis based on a sample of Korean adolescents.
Additionally, Passarotti et al. (2015), who investigated the association between parental
supervision and adolescent trajectories of marijuana use did not find a significant
relationship between parental control and de-escalation of marijuana use. Moreover, a
systematic review of 58 studies that focused on adolescents’ drug use concluded that
among studies that examined the effect of parental permissiveness on drug use, most of
them (7 out of 10) did not find a significant relationship between the two variables (Petraitis
et al., 1998). Nevertheless, Lac and Crano’s (2009) meta-analysis of studies that estimated
the effect of parental supervision on cannabis use found a statistically significant inverse
relation between parental monitoring and adolescent marijuana use across 17 studies with
more than 35,000 independent observations. The authors also noted that the association
was significantly stronger in analyses based on female-only samples.

Social Bonds, Self-Control, and Desistance from Delinquency in Adolescence
Although various definitions of desistance exist, desistance is generally “defined as
a cessation or termination of criminal behavior” (Chu, 2007, p. 662). While Maruna (2001)
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defines desistance as “the long-term abstinence from crime among individuals who had
previously engaged in persistent patterns of criminal offending” (p. 26), other researchers
expanded the definition of desistance and describe the process as a state of nonoffending
that can be recorded in the life trajectories of those involved in delinquency and crime
(Bushway et al., 2001; Fagan, 1989; Uggen & Kruttschnitt, 1998). Warr (1998), for
instance, defines desisters as individuals who had reported using marijuana when first
interviewed but did not report marijuana usage during the one-year period that preceded
the second interview. Fagan (1989), however, defined desistance from family violence as
“a process of reduction in the frequency and severity of family violence, leading to its
eventual end when ‘true desistance’ or ‘quitting’ occurs” (p. 380). And Bushway et al.
(2001) defined desistance as “the process of reduction in the rate of offending (understood
conceptually as an estimate of criminality) from a nonzero level to a stable rate empirically
indistinguishable from zero” (p. 500). Nonetheless, in most studies “desistance measures
center on the discrete state of nonoffending, not on a gradual process that reduces the
severity and frequency of offending behavior” (Chu, 2007, p.662).
Although little is known about the causal processes underlying desistance (Laub &
Sampson, 2001; Piquero et al., 2003), one’s desistance from illegal and/or deviant behavior
in adulthood has been examined frequently by criminologists. Yet the number of studies
that focused exclusively on the correlates of desistance in adolescence is limited. Hirschi
and Gottfredson (1983) “believed that the predictors of the onset of delinquency are similar
to those of persistence and desistance from crime and that these parameters are all
behavioral manifestations of one underlying construct (e.g., criminal propensity)”
(Kazemian, 2007, p. 6). And Akers (1998) argued that "other than one's own prior deviant
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behavior, the best single predictor of the onset, continuation, or desistance of delinquency
is differential association with law-violating or norm-violating peers" (p. 164). Moreover,
based on their analysis of data derived from the Pittsburgh Youth Study, Loeber et al.
(1991) concluded that most factors that predicted involvement in crime, were also linked
to desistance from crime and concluded that initiation and desistance from crime appear to
reflect a similar process. Similarly, other studies reported that adolescent desisters and
persisters have in childhood comparable individual and environmental risk factors but
contended that desisters have risk profiles intermediate between persisters and nonoffenders (Fergusson et al. 1996; Chung et al. 2002; Cottle et al. 2001). Accordingly, it
seems reasonable to assume that factors such as social bonds to family and school, parental
supervision, and self-control, which appear to deter adolescents from involvement in illegal
activities, will also contribute to desistance from delinquent behavior, such as drug use. In
sum, if for adult offenders, good-quality intimate relationships were found to have a
‘distinct change-promoting influence’, for juveniles, “parents and peers emerge as a
probable context of desistance” (Sandøy, 2019, p. 581).
In a study that examined longitudinal data from the Pittsburgh Youth Study, Hoeve
et al. (2008) found that parenting style influenced both persisting and desisting trajectories
among boys. Specifically, the authors found that compared to serious and moderate
persisters, desisters and nondelinquents were less likely to report neglectful parenting
styles. Using the same data, van Domburgh et al. (2009) found that association with
delinquent peers was one of the factors that discriminated adolescent boys classified as
serious persisters from desisters. Compared to those classified as serious persisters,
adolescent boys classified as desisters were more likely to be involved in family activities,
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lived with both parents, in small families, and in good quality housing. Parenting style and
measures that assessed one’s attachment to school, such as academic achievement and
positive attitude toward school, as well as one’s personality traits were not able to
discriminate desisters from those who reported continuous involvement in delinquent
behavior. It should be noted, however, that findings were probably affected by a relatively
small sample size (N = 275), which was subsequently divided into distinctive subgroups
and by the fact that a large number of predictors were entered simultaneously in the
estimated statistical models.
Another 5-year panel study that used a representative stratified sample of Korean
adolescents, did not identify a direct significant relationship between parental attachment
and a significant decrease in juvenile offending. Yet the study results showed a significant
indirect effect of parental attachment on desistance from delinquent behavior via selfcontrol. Results of the latent growth model indicate that juveniles within the desister group
who had experienced strong parental attachment had higher levels of self-control, which in
turn predicted a decreased likelihood of involvement in juvenile offending (Lee et al., 2020,
p. 98).
The importance of social bonds to parents in the adolescents’ desistance from drug
use was documented by qualitative research as well. Sandøy interviewed 22 juvenile
offenders, age 15-17, who were arrested for drug-related offenses in Norway. Most
participants were arrested for minor cannabis-related offenses, while a minority were
convicted of amphetamines and poly-drug use. All study participants were enrolled in an
offender rehabilitation program. The author concluded that the young offenders raised
similar desistance-related concerns across the interviews. For most interviewees, the family
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stood out as the central context of change, parents playing a crucial role in the desistance
process. As Sandøy (2019) noted, while “desistance, or a drug-free period/life, rarely came
across as the objective” it was seen as “a means of restoring social bonds with parents” (p.
588). This assertion is consistent with the findings reported by Villeneuve et al. (2019),
who conducted a scoping review of 26 quantitative and qualitative studies that examined
processes of desistance from crime among serious juvenile offenders. As the authors noted,
research indicates that the desistance process can be triggered by the fear of breaking
significant bonds or damaging the adolescent’s relationship with his/her parents (see
Villeneuve et al., 2019, p. 482). Moreover, findings based on growth modeling analyses
indicate that adolescents who reported parental monitoring were more likely to decrease
substance use over time (Barnes et al., 2000; Curran et al., 2000; Curran et al., 1997; Wills
et al., 2001).
Although less is known about the effects of school bonding on desistance from
delinquency and crime, several researchers were able to document the existence of a link
between school attachment and behavioral changes, including desistance from delinquent
activities. In a two-year follow-up study of a community sample of boys (Pittsburgh Youth
Study) in grades one, four, and seven when first interviewed, Loeber et al. (1991) found
that among other factors, desistance was related to one’s behavior and attitudes toward
school. Specifically, those who reported no involvement in delinquent acts during the six
months preceding the survey were more likely to have a low school suspension score and
good educational achievement. Yet, as previously noted, van Domburgh et al.’s (2009)
analysis based on the same data source shows that measures of attachment to school could
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not discriminate desisters from those who reported persistent involvement in delinquent
acts.
Using HLM growth curve models with data from a panel study based on a
representative sample of students followed from age 14 to age 20, Bryant et al. (2003)
identified a deceleration in marijuana use with an increase in academic achievement (i.e.,
reported GPA in the year preceding the survey). Conversely, an increase in school
misbehavior (e.g., school suspensions; absenteeism; etc.) was significantly associated with
an increase in marijuana use. However, school bonding (i.e., how much students enjoyed
being in school during the year preceding the survey), did not impact significantly overtime variations in marijuana use.

The Current Study
Informed by two criminological theories of social control (social bond theory and
self-control theory), the proposed study intends to identify the factors more likely to
differentiate three groups of adolescents that vary in terms of illegal drug consumption (i.e.,
abstainers, desisters, and persisters). Abstainers are defined as persons who reported never
using illegal drugs. Desisters are persons who used drugs in the past but did not report
using drugs during the month preceding the survey. Persisters are those who report using
drugs in the past and who were drug users when surveyed. While a multitude of studies
explored the correlates of drug use and abuse among adolescents, the number of recent
studies that focused exclusively on American Indian youth is relatively small. Moreover,
as previously mentioned, the literature that explores desistance from delinquency and crime
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during adolescence is limited and to the author’s knowledge there are no studies that
explored the correlates of desistance from drug use among AI adolescents.
In addition to the theoretical predictors (i.e., bonds to family, school, and delinquent
peers; self-control and parental supervision) that are generally used when social bond and
self-control theories are empirically tested, this analysis will control for the gender, age,
and family structure effects. Prior research conducted on samples of adolescents had
inconsistent results when male adolescents were compared to female adolescents in terms
of substance use. For instance, in addition to the effect of race/ethnicity on variation in
illegal substance use, Banks et al. (2017) also tried to determine if there are gender-based
differences in substance misuse. The study used data from the 2011-2014 National Survey
on Drug Use and Health that included a representative sample of adolescents ages 12-18
and concluded that, in general, male adolescents report higher rates of daily substance use
than female adolescents. Similar findings were reported by Svensson (2003).
Yet Miller et al. (2012) who studied gender differences in drug use rates among AI
youth reached a different conclusion. The American drug and alcohol surveys were
administered to a sample of 7th and 12th graders (N =9,717), which included a sample of
4,536 boys and 4,942 girls enrolled in 130 schools. Results from the study indicated that
females were more likely to have used inhalants than their male counterparts. Additionally,
females were more likely to have used methamphetamine in the last 30 days compared to
male youth. Finally, the study suggested that females may also be more vulnerable to drugusing peers than males. Similarly, Spear et al. (2005) found gender differences in use of
marijuana among AI cohorts. Results indicated that the lifetime and the past-month
timeframes use of marijuana was higher among AI girls than among AI boys. However,
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other researchers did not find gender-based differences in drug use (Liu & Kaplan, 1999;
Moon et al., 1999; Steinman and Hu, 2007; Zhang & Demant, 2021).
Moffitt (1993) noted that the relationship between age and antisocial behavior “is
at once the most robust and least understood empirical observation in the field of
criminology” (p. 675). The author referred to the fact that when official rates of crime are
plotted against age, the rates for both prevalence and incidence of offending increase the
most during adolescence, they peak sharply at about age 17, and drop dramatically in early
adulthood (Moffitt, 1993). Yet findings are inconsistent when the effect of age on
adolescents’ drug use was examined. For instance, several studies concluded that drug
usage increases with an increase in age (Akers & Lee, 1999; Chapple et al., 2005; Stanley
et al., 2014), while other studies did not find age-related significant effects (e.g., Skeer et
al., 2009).
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) argued that children with a high level of self control are more likely to live with both biological parents. Following this argument, it
could be expected that children/adolescents living in monoparental households would have
a lower level of self-control because a single parent, which is usually the mother, would
not have as many opportunities to monitor a child as two parents would have (see
Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990, p. 104). Consequently, children from single-parent families,
would be expected to have a higher involvement in delinquency and crime. And in support
of Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) predictions, the results of a recent systematic review
of the literature indicate that adolescents growing up in single-parent families have indeed
an elevated risk of involvement in crime (Kroese et al., 2021).
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Although exceptions exist, studies that examined the effect of family structure on
adolescent substance misuse also tend to show that adolescents from single-parent families
have a higher risk of using alcohol and/or drugs. For instance, Barrett and Turner’s (2006)
findings, based on the analysis of a representative sample of young adults in South Florida,
show that when controlling for race-ethnicity and gender, respondents who grew up in
single-parent families reported “a significantly higher level of problematic substance use
than those from mother-father families” (p. 109). Similar findings were reported by other
researchers, who also found that adolescents who did not grow up in two-parent families
were significantly more likely to engage in substance misuse (e.g., drinking, smoking, or
using drugs) than youth who grew up in two-parent households (Andreescu, 2019; Brown
& Rinelli, 2010; Hemovich et al., 2011). A study that examined cannabis use among
adolescents in France found that boys and girls who grew up with both biological parents
were significantly less likely to report drug use than those in single-parent families or
adolescents from reconstructed families. However, the highest proportion of cannabis users
was found in the subsamples of male and female adolescents who were living with one
biological parent and one stepparent and not in the subsample of adolescents who grew up
in single-parent families (Choquet et al., 2008). Yet other studies did not find that
adolescents from single-parent families were significantly more likely to use illegal drugs
than adolescents living with two parents (Skeer et al., 2009).
Additionally, researchers noted that the family structure per se might not be able to
explain differences in adolescents’ drug use if other factors, such as the adolescent’s bonds
to parents and school, as well as one’s association with peers who are illicit drug users are
not considered, as Bayly and Vasilenko’s (2021) study results suggest. The authors
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conducted a latent class analysis using data from the National Longitudinal Study of
Adolescent to Adult Health, a large, nationally representative sample of adolescents in
grades 7–12 in the United States and identified six latent classes that varied in terms of
several characteristics, including different levels of risk for illicit drug use. While the latent
class with the highest proportion of adolescents who reported at wave 1 illicit drug use
included mostly adolescents from single-parent families (81%), the majority of the
adolescents in this group also reported weak bonds to parents and school, they were more
likely to have friends who used drugs, and they lived in poor and unsafe neighborhoods.
Moreover, one of the groups identified as having a low risk for drug use included
adolescents from single-parent families (83%). Most adolescents in this class, however,
reported having a highly warm and involved parent, 80% of them did not have friends who
used drugs, more than 70% of them reported attachment to school and teachers, and most
of them reported living in safe and better-off neighborhoods. It is also worth noting that
the second largest proportion of drug users could be found among adolescents who had
both parents in their life (100%). Yet most adolescents in this latent class, which was
identified as high risk for illicit drug use, reported not having warm parents (56%), felt
teachers did not care about them (77%), and were more likely to have friends who used
drugs (53%) (Bayly & Vasilenko, 2021, p. 360).
In accordance with the theoretical predictions and prior research findings, the
following research hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 1: It is hypothesized that AI adolescents who have stronger bonds to
family and school and are less likely to associate with delinquent peers will be more
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likely to report abstention from drug usage than AI adolescents who continue to use
drugs.

Hypothesis 2: It is anticipated that those who ceased using drugs (desisters) are
more likely to resemble drug-use abstainers (i.e., compared to drug users, they will
have stronger bonds to family and school and will be less likely to associate with
delinquent peers).

Hypothesis 3: It is hypothesized that AI adolescents who never used drugs or used
drugs in the past, but not recently have a higher level of self-control than
adolescents who continue to use drugs.

Hypothesis 4: It is hypothesized that the level of parental monitoring reported by
AI adolescents who abstained or desisted from substance misuse is higher than the
level of parental monitoring reported by adolescents who continued to use drugs.
It is also anticipated that one’s age, gender, and family arrangements would differentiate
AI adolescents who are abstainers or desisters from AI adolescents who reported recent
and lifetime drug use (i.e., persisters).
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CHAPTER IV
METHODOLOGY
Data Source and Sampling Design
The source of the data is a large longitudinal epidemiological study conducted by
researchers from Colorado State University (CSU) since the early 1990s until 2013
(Beauvais & Swaim, 2015). Included in the study were students attending schools on AI
reservations or schools located in the proximity of AI reservations. Researchers obtained
approval to conduct the study from tribe leaders and from the selected schools. Parental
approval was also requested, and parents had the option to remove their children from the
study. The students’ participation in the study was voluntary. The survey was administered
by school staff during regular class periods (Beauvais et al., 2008). Data access has been
provided by the Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR).
The sampling frame consisted of schools with at least 20% AI students, who were
representative of tribes from the major American Indian cultural/linguistic groups. The
sample was stratified by region and the sampling scheme was based on a modified version
of the geographic regions in which reservation-based American Indians reside. The number
of schools surveyed every year, varied from eight to twelve. Although the sample was
selected to represent the major AI language and cultural groups in the U.S., to respect the
confidentiality and reputation of the communities participating in this research, students
were not asked to identify the tribes they belonged to (Beauvais & Swaim, 2015).
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The present study uses survey data collected between 2009 and 2013 from a sample
(N= 5,744) of students (grades 7th to 12th) enrolled in 27 school districts located in five
U.S. regions (Beauvais & Swaim, 2015). The present secondary analysis is based on a
subsample of self-identified 3,380 American Indian students (1,708 male and 1,672
female), who were 12 years old or older (grades 7th to 12th), when the surveys were
administered. Excluded from the analysis were cases with missing information on the
respondent’s gender (N= 118). Most respondents (51.6%) attended schools in the Northern
Plains region. About 30.5% of the respondents went to school in the Southwest, while the
rest of them were enrolled in schools in the Upper Great Lakes (11.1%), Southeast/Texas
(3.5%), and Northeast (3.3%) regions.
Measures
Dependent variable
Drug use is the dependent variable used in this study. To form this variable, I used
two sets of questions (i.e., 9 questions asked respondents if they ever used marijuana,
uppers, cocaine, crack cocaine, LSD, other psychedelics, ecstasy, heroin, and
methamphetamines; the second set of 9 questions asked respondents if they used any of the
aforementioned drugs during the month preceding the survey.1Initial responses to these 18
questions were ‘yes’ or ‘no’. Reliability analyses were conducted for an index that would
measure the lifetime use and for an index that would measure current drug use. Reliability

1

Hautala et al. (2019) examined onset and predictors of substance use disorders across the entire span of
adolescence among a longitudinal sample (N=744) of North American Indigenous youth. The study
indicated that prior research with AI youth has typically focused on the development of dependence on a
single substance, yet most AI adolescent substance users tend to be polysubstance users. The authors noted
that polysubstance use accelerates the transition from initial use to dependence, compared to use of only
one substance.
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analyses indicate that the scale was a reliable measure (i.e., alpha = .847 for lifetime drug
usage and alpha = .912 for recent drug usage).
The dependent variable is a categorical variable coded 0 (if the respondent
answered ‘No’ to all 18 questions), 1 (if the respondent answered ‘Yes’ at least to one
question referring to lifetime drug use, but answered ‘No’ to all questions referring to
recent drug use), and 2 (if the respondent answered ‘Yes’ at least once when asked about
lifetime drug use and recent drug use). In sum, this variable has three attributes: abstainers
(code 0), desisters (code 1), and persisters (code 2).
Independent variables
The independent measures selected for this analysis are 1) Attachment to family;
2) Attachment to school; 3) Association with delinquent peers; 4) Low selfcontrol/impulsivity; 5) Parental monitoring.
Attachment to family is a composite measure created based on respondent’s answers
to the following seven questions/statements: Family would care if you skipped school;
Family would care if you got a bad grade; Family would care if you didn't do homework;
Family would care if you quit school; How much does your family care about you? How
much do you care about your family? How much does your family care what you do? At
each questionnaire items responses vary from 1 (not at all) to 4 (a lot). A summative scale
was created with values ranging from 7 to 28. Higher scale values indicate a higher level
of family attachment. The reliability coefficient Alpha for the scale was .925.
Attachment to school is a composite measure (summative scale) based on four
indicators (I like school; School is fun; I like my teachers; I’m liked by my teachers). Initial
responses at these questionnaire items were 1 (no), 2 (not much), 3 (some), and 4 (a lot).
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The summative scale has values ranging from 4 to 16, higher values indicating a higher
level of school attachment. The reliability coefficient Alpha = .862.
Association with delinquent peers is a composite indicator measuring the
respondent’s association with delinquent peers. This is a summative scale based on
respondent’s answers to 11 questionnaire items (Alpha = .816), each coded 1 (yes) and 0
(no). Respondents have been asked if they have friends who use drugs (i.e., marijuana,
cocaine, inhalants, uppers, downers), get drunk, are gang members, flunked a year out of
school, were kicked out of school, were suspended from school, and/or dropped out of
school. The measure takes values from 0 to 11. Higher scale values indicate a higher level
of exposure to negative role models.
Low self-control - A summative scale was created using seven questionnaire items
(i.e., 1. I get angry a lot; 2. I am hotheaded; 3. I lose temper a lot; 4. I like to do dangerous
things; 5. I feel like hitting someone a lot; 6. I get mad a lot; 7. I have a quick temper) and
is an attitudinal indicator of self-control. Responses had values that varied from 1 (no) to
4 (a lot). The index is an adaptation of Grasmick, Tittle, Bursik, and Arneklev’s (1993)
scale and covers three dimensions of self-control (impulsivity, risk-taking behavior, and
temper). The measure is reliable (Alpha = .887) and unidimensional. Higher values indicate
a low level of self-control.
Parental monitoring - A summative scale was constructed based on four questions.
(1. Parents allow me to go out as often as I want 2. Parents let me go any place without
asking 3. Parents are less strict than other parents 4. Parents let me stay out as late as I
want). At each question responses varied from 1 (very true) to 4 (not at all true). The
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composite measure is unidimensional and reliable (Alpha = .830). The variable has values
ranging from 4 to 16. Higher values indicate higher levels of parental supervision.
Control Measures
Family structure: This is a dichotomous variable coded 1 if respondents reported
living with both biological parents, and zero, if they were living in other family
arrangements.
Age: This is a continuous variable measuring the respondent’s age.
Gender: This dichotomous variable is coded 1 for males and 0 for females.

Analytic Strategy
First, univariate analyses have been conducted and descriptive statistics (i.e., mean,
standard deviation, and range) for all the measures included in the multivariate statistical
models have been reported. The second step includes a set of bivariate analyses (e.g.,
independent-samples t-tests; bivariate correlations). The third step includes multivariate
statistical analyses. Given the structure of the dependent variable and the main objective of
the analysis, multinomial logistic regression has been used to identify the factors more
likely to differentiate abstainers and desisters from those who persist using drugs. In order
to determine if inter-group variations in effects exist among the subgroups differentiated
by gender, additional multivariate analyses have been conducted using the AI male and
female subsamples.
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CHAPTER V
RESULTS
This chapter presents the results of the univariate, bivariate, and multivariate
analyses. The univariate analyses will offer a brief description of the overall sample and of
the two subsamples differentiated by gender in terms of the variables selected to be
included in the analysis. The bivariate analyses (i.e., independent samples t-tests and chisquare tests of independence) will identify the potential inter-group differences in terms of
drug usage and background characteristics. Additionally, bivariate correlations will show
the association between the drug usage and the selected predictors, as well as the strength
of the bivariate relationships among the independent variables. The multivariate analyses
(multinomial logistic regression) will identify the factors more likely to differentiate three
subgroups (i.e., abstainers, desisters and persistent drug users) within the overall sample of
American Indian adolescents and in each subsample differentiated by gender.
Univariate Analyses
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, and range)
for the sample. In the overall sample, 37.5% of AI adolescents answered “No” to all 18
questions that asked respondents if they ever used nine different types of illegal drugs (9
questions) and if they used any of these nine drugs (9 questions) during the month
preceding the survey. Results suggest that in the overall sample, about four out of ten
American Adolescents abstained from illegal drug use. Data also show that 12.1% of AI
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adolescents reported drug use in the past, but no usage during the month preceding
the survey (i.e., they answered “Yes” at least to one question referring to lifetime drug use
but answered “No” to all questions referring to recent drug use). Slightly more than half of
the respondents (50.4%) reported drug usage in the past as well as recently (i.e., they
answered “Yes” at least once when asked about lifetime drug use and recent drug use). It
should be noted that marijuana was the drug commonly reported as being used in the past
as well as during the month preceding the survey. As can be seen in Figure 1, only one in
five adolescents reported lifetime use of an illegal drug other than marijuana and only 7%
of the respondents reported using a drug, other than marijuana during the month preceding
the survey.

Figure 1. Drug usage among American Indian adolescents
by gender (N = 3,380)
60% 62%
50.20%

52.60%

19.40% 18.70%
7.10% 6.90%

Lifetime
marijuana use

Lifetime other
drug use

Last month
marijuana use

Males

Last month other
drug use

Females

Respondents’ age ranged from 12 to 21 years, with a mean of 14.74, and a standard
deviation of 1.69. Half (50.5%) of the respondents were males and 49.5% were females.
Regarding the structure of the family of origin it can be noticed that only a third of the AI
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adolescents (34.2%) lived at the time of the interview with both biological parents and four
out of ten lived in single-parent households. Nearly one quarter (24.1%) of the respondents
did not live with any biological parent.
On a scale from 7 (high level of self-control) to 28 (low level of self-control), the
AI adolescents’ level of self-control is average (Mean = 16.82; SD = 5.38), being slightly
lower than the mid-point of the scale interval (17.5). In the overall sample, respondents
report a relatively high level of family attachment (Mean = 23.91; SD = 5.03) on a scale
that ranges from 7 to 28 (mid-point = 17.5). On a scale from 4 to 16 (mid-point = 10), the
respondents’ level of school attachment can be considered average (Mean = 10.72; SD =
3.09). Most respondents reported parental monitoring. For instance, 51.7% % of the
respondents said their parents would not let them “go any place without asking” and 52.4%
of the adolescents said their parents would not let them “stay out as late” as they wanted.
Regarding association with delinquent friends, additional analyses show that only
5% of the respondents said none of their friends used drugs or were involved in other
delinquent activities. For instance, 82.1% of the respondents said they have friends who
get drunk, 80% of the respondents said at least a few of their friends were marijuana users,
56.3% said they had friends who were kicked out of school, and 55.5% said some of their
friends were gang members. On average, respondents reported they have at least a few
friends involved in about five delinquent acts (Mean = 5.56; SD = 2.92) out of eleven.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics (N = 3,380)
Variable

Range

Drug use

0-2

(%)

Abstainers

37.50

Desisters

12.10

Persisters

50.40

Mean

SD

Α

Family attachment

7 - 28

23.91

5.03

.925

School attachment

4 - 16

10.72

3.09

.862

Delinquent friends

0 - 11

5.56

2.92

.816

Low self-control

7 - 28

16.82

5.38

.887

Parental monitoring

4 - 16

12.20

2.92

.830

14.74

1.69

Age
Gender (male)

50.50

Family structure
Intact family of origin

34.20

Lives with mother or father

41.70

Other family arrangements

24.10

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations) for all
measures in each subsample differentiated by gender and the results of the bivariate
analyses (independent-samples t-tests and Chi-square tests) that examine the inter-group
differences in terms of drug usage and the selected predictors. Although the percentage of
males who did not report life-time drug use (38.2%) or current drug use (13%) is larger
than the percentage of female abstainers (36.9%) or female desisters (11.2%), and even
though more females (52%) than males (48.8%) reported drug use, the inter-group
difference in drug usage is not large enough to be significant (χ2 = 4.070; NS). Additionally,
one’s association with delinquent friends is about the same in both gender groups, and AI
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males and AI females do not differ significantly in their levels of self-control (t= -.645;
NS) or age (t= -.129; NS).
Yet there are some significant inter-group differences. Specifically, compared to
their male counterparts, female adolescents reported a stronger family attachment (t= 4.521; p<.001), they reported higher levels of school attachment (t= -4.327; p<.001), and
acknowledged higher levels of parental monitoring (t= -10.120; p<.001). While results
show that about one in three girls (34.3%) and one in three boys (34.1%) live with both
biological parents, it can be noticed that the percentage of boys who do not live with any
biological parent is higher (27%) than the percentage of girls (21.1%) who do not live with
their mothers or fathers. Additionally, more girls (44.6%) than boys (38.8%) live with at
least one biological parent. Results show that one’s family arrangements are not
independent of gender (χ2 = 19.443; p< .01). The association between family structure and
gender is significant but is relatively weak (Phi = .076; p< .001).
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and inter-group comparisons
Variable

Drug use
Abstainers
Desisters
Persisters
Family attachment

Males (N =1,708)
(%) Mean
SD

χ2/t

4.070
38.2
13.0
48.8

36.9
11.2
52.0
23.5
2
10.4
9
5.56
16.7
7
11.7
1
14.7
4

School attachment
Delinquent friends
Low self-control
Parental monitoring
Age
Family structure
Intact family of origin
Lives with mother or father
Other family arrangements

Females (N = 1,672)
(%) Mea
SD
n

5.38

24.30

4.61

-4.521***

3.18

10.95

2.99

-4.327***

3.03
5.30

5.56
16.88

2.81
5.46

-.002
-.645

2.99

12.71

2.76

-10.12***

1.69

14.75

1.70

-.129
19.443**

34.1
38.8
27.0

34.3
44.6
21.1

*p< .05; **p < .01, ***p< .001, 2-tail test.

Bivariate Analyses: Correlations
Table 3 shows the results of the bivariate correlations for the overall sample. The
bivariate correlations show the strength of the relationships between the dependent variable
and independent variables as well as the strength of the associations among predictors.
With one exception (gender), all the selected predictors were significantly related to the
dependent variable (drug use), which in this analysis is dummy-coded (1 = current or
former drug user; 0 = abstainer). As hypothesized, results show that family attachment (r=
-.058; p<.01) and school attachment (r= -.122; p<.01) are negatively and significantly
related to the dependent variable. Students who reported attachment to family and school
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are significantly less likely to be current or former drug users. Although the correlations
between these two predictors are significant, they are relatively weak.
Moreover, drug usage is positively and significantly related to association with
delinquent friends (r= .350; p<.01). Compared to abstainers, respondents who reported
using drugs at some time in their lives were also more likely to have friends involved in
various delinquent activities (e.g., alcohol and drug use, gang membership, and/or
problematic behavior in school). As predicted, former and current drug users are more
likely to have a lower level of self-control (r= .223; p<.01) than adolescents who reported
never using drugs.
Results also show that the level of parental monitoring reported by AI adolescents
who are former or current drug users is lower than the level of parental monitoring reported
by adolescents who abstained from using drugs (r= -.167; p<.01). Age and family
arrangements2 are also significantly related to the dependent variable. While drug usage
increases significantly with age (r= .133; p<.01), it is less likely to be reported by
adolescents who grew up with both biological parents (r= -.094; p<.01). Consistent with
the results presented in Table 2, the bivariate correlations show that when the effect of
other variables is not considered, AI adolescent males are not significantly less likely to
use drugs than their female counterparts.
An examination of the correlation matrix suggests that multicollinearity is not going
to be an issue in the multivariate analyses (i.e., the highest inter-item correlation equals
.363).

In this analysis, the variable “family structure” has been dichotomized (i.e., 1 = lives with both biological
parents; 0 = other family arrangements).
2
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Table 3. Bivariate correlations (N = 3,380)

Variables
1. Drug use
2. Family attachment
3. School attachment
4. Delinquent friends
5. Low self-control
6. Parental monitoring
7. Age
8. Gender (Male)
9. Intact family of origin

1
-.058**
-.122**
.350**
.223**
-.167**
.133**
-.031
-.094**

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

.356**
-.238** -.158**
-.210** -.203** .363**
.129** .085** -.186** -.171**
.065** .131** .052** -.029
-.102**
-.077** -.074** .000
-.011
-.171** -.002
.180** .102** -.158** -.134** .091** .023 -.002

9

-

**p < .01 or beyond, 2-tail test.

Table 4 shows the results of the bivariate analyses, performed to identify the
strength and the direction of the relationships between the selected variables in each
subsample differentiated by gender. With one exception (family attachment), in both
subsamples, the selected predictors differentiate former or current drug users from
abstainers. While in the male subsample, family attachment does not differentiate drug
users from abstainers (r= -.035; NS), in the female subsample those who reported drug
usage are significantly less likely to report strong bonds to their family (r= -.091; p<.01).
In both subsamples, association with delinquent friends appears to be the strongest
predictor of drug usage (male subsample: r= .341, p< .001; female subsample: r= .359, p<
.001). It can be also noticed that living with both biological parents has a stronger drug-use
protective effect in the female subsample (r= -.129; p< .01) than in the male subsample (r
= -.058; p< .01).
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Table 4. Bivariate correlations by gender

Variables
1. Drug use (Persisters)
2. Family attachment
3. School attachment
4. Delinquent friends
5. Low self-control
6. Parental monitoring
7. Age
8. Intact family of origin

1
2
-.035
-.091**
-.139** .357**
.359** -.277**
.252** -.266**
-.170** .211**
.106** .066**
-.129** .192**
Females

3
4
5
6
-.112** .341** .193** -.181**
.350** -.210** -.167** .046
-.127** -.134** -.002
.369** -.164**
-.196**
-.147**
-.279** .357**
.162** -.218** -.206**
.105** .006 -.052* -.084**
.106** -.161** -.141** .142**

7
.159**
.064**
.156**
.095**
-.005
-.123**
.023

Males
8
-.058*
.171**
.100**
-.155**
-.127**
.048*
.024
-

**p < .01 or beyond, 2-tail test.

Multivariate Analyses
This section of dissertation presents the results of the multivariate analysis. Data
have been analyzed using multinomial logistic regression. As noted earlier, the main
objective of the multivariate analysis is to identify the factors more likely to differentiate
abstainers and desisters from those who persist using drugs. Additionally, the analysis
explores potential differences between adolescents who ceased using drugs and those who
reported never using drugs.
Table 5 presents three alternative models, and all respondents are included in the
analysis. The first model included in table 5 compares AI abstainers and AI persisters.
Different from what has been hypothesized, when controlling for all the variables in the
model, with each unit increase in family attachment, the odds of being an abstainer versus
a persistent drug user decrease by 3.4% (OR = .966; p< .001). This means that when
controlling for the other variables in the model, AI adolescents who reported current and
lifetime drug use appear to have a significantly higher level of family attachment than AI
adolescents who never used drugs.
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As hypothesized, students with high attachment to school are more likely to abstain
from drug use. With each unit increase in school attachment the odds of being an abstainer
versus a persister increase by 8% (OR= 1.079; p< .001). Also, when compared to persisters,
students who did not report drug usage are less likely to have friends who got involved in
delinquent acts and are less likely to have a low level of self-control. With each unit
increase in association with delinquent friends the odds of being an abstainer versus a
persistent drug user decrease by 25% (OR = .752; p< .001). Similarly, with each unit
increase in low self-control the odds of being an abstainer decrease by 5.1% (OR = .949;
p< .001).
Relative to persistent drug users, abstainers are significantly more likely to be
monitored by parents (OR = 1.082; p< .001). In addition, abstainers tend to be younger
than persisters, are more likely to be males (OR= 1.186; p< .05) and are more likely to live
with both biological parents (OR= 1.272; p< .01). When controlling for all the variables in
the equation, the odds of being an abstainer versus a persister are almost 19% higher for
males than they are for girls. And the odds of being an abstainer are 27% higher for those
who live in intact families than they are for those who live with only one biological parent
or do not live with any biological parent. With each year increase in age, the odds of
abstaining from drug use decrease significantly by almost 22% (OR= .783; p< .001).
Model 2 shows the characteristics of AI desisters when compared to persistent drug
users. Compared to persisters, AI desisters are significantly more likely to be attached to
school, they are significantly less likely to have delinquent friends, and they have a higher
level of self-control. For instance, with each unit increase in one’s level of low self-control
the odds of being a desister versus a persister decrease by 2.4% (OR = .976; p< .05).
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Adolescents who ceased using drugs report a significantly higher level of parental
monitoring than their peers who continue to use drugs. With each unit increase in parental
monitoring, the odds of desisting from drug use increase by 7% (OR = 1.07; p< .001).
When compared to persisters, desisters are more likely to be males. When controlling for
all the other variables, the odds of desisting from drug usage are almost 35% higher for
males than they are for females (OR= 1.349; p< .01). Family attachment, age, as well as
one’s family structure are no longer differentiating desisters from persistent drug users.
Model 3 compares AI desisters and abstainers in the overall sample of adolescents.
When controlling for all the variables in the model, with each unit increase in association
with delinquent friends, the odds of being a desister versus an abstainer increase by 19%
(OR= 1.192; p< .001). In short, students who used drugs in the past (desisters) tended to
have more delinquent friends than abstainers did. Relative to abstainers, desisters tend to
have a lower level of self-control and they are older than abstainers. With each year
increase in age the odds of being a former drug user versus an abstainer increase almost by
29% (OR= 1.287; p< .001). Family attachment, school attachment, parental monitoring,
gender, as well as one’s family structure are no longer differentiating desisters from
abstainers.
In summary, in the overall sample, it can be noticed that desisters tend to have more
in common with abstainers than they have with persistent drug users. When compared to
adolescents who continue to use drugs, abstainers and desisters tend to have a higher level
of school attachment, they are less likely to associate with delinquent friends, they report
higher levels of parental monitoring, they have a higher level of self-control, and they are
more likely to be males. The estimated statistical model shows a 23% (R2 = .232) reduction
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in the error of predicting who is going to be an abstainer, a desister, or a persistent drug
user.
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Table 5. Logit estimates for drug usage among American Indian adolescents
Model 1
Variable

Abstainers vs. Persisters

Model 2

Model 3

Desisters vs. Persisters

Desisters vs. Abstainers
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B

SE

OR

B

SE

OR

B

SE

OR

Family attachment

-.034***

.010

.966

-.017

.013

.983

.018

.014

1.018

School attachment

.076***

.015

1.079

.053**

.021

1.054

-.023

.021

.978

Delinquent friends

-.285***

.018

.752

-.110***

.023

.896

.176***

.024

1.192

Low self-control

-.052***

.009

.949

-.025*

.012

.976

.027*

.012

1.028

Parental monitoring

.079***

.016

1.082

.068***

.021

1.070

-.011

.023

.989

Age

-.245***

.027

.783

.008

.035

1.008

.252***

.037

1.287

Gender (male)

.170*

.087

1.186

.299**

.117

1.349

.129

.123

1.138

Family structure (intact)

.241**

.091

1.272

.014

.125

1.014

-.227

.128

.797

Constant

4.525***

.543

-1.611*

.731

-6.136***

.765

Model χ2
Pseudo R2 (Nagelkerke)

706.981***
.232

N = 3,188
*p< .05; **p< .01; ***p< .001. B = logistic regression coefficient; SE = standard error; OR = odds ratio.

Examining the Conditional Effect of Gender on Variations in Drug Use
As previously noted, when controlling for the selected predictors, the results included in
Table 5 show that compared to AI girls, AI boys are more likely to abstain or desist from drug use.
Further analyses are conducted to explore the potential moderating effect of gender when
examining the effects of the social control and self-control theoretical predictors on variations in
drug use. The results of the multivariate analyses conducted in two subsamples differentiated by
gender are included in tables 6 and 7. The main objective of this analysis is to determine if gender
moderates the effects of the selected predictors on variations in drug use. This analysis will show
if the theoretical predictions are gender invariant. In order to avoid multicollinearity issues, which
have been detected when interaction terms have been included in the statistical models (see
Allison, 1999), analyses have been conducted separately in each subsample. Additionally, when
the sample is stratified by gender, the impact of the estimated effects can be more clearly detected.

Abstaining from Drug Use
Table 6 presents the logistic regression models for the male subsample and Table 7
summarizes the results of the analysis conducted in the female subsample. The first model included
in each table compares abstainers and persisters in each gender group. When controlling for all the
variables in the model, with each unit increase in family attachment, the odds of being an abstainer
versus a persistent drug user decrease by 3.3% (OR = .967; p< .01) for males and by 3.5% (OR =
.965; p< .05) for females, suggesting that the effects of social bonds on the dependent variable are
similar when the two subsamples are compared. In both gender groups, adolescents who never
used drugs tend to have lower levels of family attachment than their peers who are current and
former drug users.
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Findings also show that with each unit increase in school attachment the odds of being an
abstainer versus a persister increase by 9.2% (OR= 1.092; p< .001) in the male subsample and by
6.1% (OR= 1.061; p< .01) in the female subsample. While in both gender groups adolescents with
stronger bonds to school are more likely to abstain from using drugs, the delinquency protective
effect of school attachment appears to be stronger for boys than it is for girls. However, additional
tests for the equality of the regression coefficients (see Paternoster et al., 1998) show that the effect
of school attachment for males is not significantly higher than the effect of school attachment for
females, when abstainers are compared to persistent drug users (Z= .95; NS).
When examining the effect of association with delinquent friends, results indicate that with
each unit increase in the independent variable the odds of being an abstainer decrease by 24% (OR
= .758; p< .001) for boys and by 26% (OR = .741; p< .001) for girls. Additional tests of the equality
of the logistic regression coefficients show that one’s association with delinquent friends does not
affect males and females differently when abstainers are compared to persistent drug users (Z=
.65; NS). In both gender groups, association with delinquent peers predicts persistent drug usage.
With each unit increase in low self-control, the odds of abstaining from drug use decrease
by 3.1% (OR = .969; p< .01) for adolescent males and by 7.1% (OR = .929; p< .001) for adolescent
females. Although in both subsamples low self-control is significantly associated with persistent
drug use, additional analyses indicate that gender moderates the effect of self-control on the
dependent variable. Specifically, the effect of self-control in differentiating abstainers from current
and former drug users is significantly stronger in the female subsample (Z= 2.47; p< .05).
Relative to persistent drug users, male abstainers as well as female abstainers are
significantly more likely to be monitored by parents. With each unit increase in parental
monitoring the odds of abstaining from drug usage decrease by 9.2% for AI boys and by 6.8% for
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AI girls. Although the effect of parental monitoring appears to be higher for the adolescent males,
the difference in the logistic regression coefficients is not sufficiently large to be significant (Z=
.689; NS). In short, parental monitoring has a comparable and significant delinquency preventive
effect in both subsamples.
In both gender groups, with each year increase in age the probability of never using drugs
decreases significantly. Additional analyses show that the effect of age in differentiating abstainers
from persistent drug usage is not significantly different when boys (OR= .789; p< .001) and girls
(OR= .771; p< .001) are compared (Z= .45; NS). Conversely, while family structure does not
differentiate the male adolescents who never used drugs from their male peers who are drug users,
living with both parents appears to have a delinquency protective effect for the American Indian
girls. Compared to their female counterparts who do not live with both biological parents, girls
who grew up in intact families are significantly more likely to abstain from drug use (OR= 1.501;
p< .001).

Desistance from Drug Use
Further analyses are conducted to identify the factors that differentiate adolescents who
ceased using from their peers who reported lifetime and recent drug use (Tables 6 & 7; Model 2).
In both gender groups, results show that adolescents who did not report recent drug use do not
differ from persistent drug users in terms of family attachment, age, and family structure. In both
subsamples differentiated by gender, when compared to their peers who continued to use drugs,
adolescents who desisted from drug use are significantly less likely to associate with delinquent
friends. With each unit increase in association with delinquent friends the odds of desisting from
drug use decrease by 8.2% for boys and by 12.6% for girls. Tests for differences in effects show
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that the impact of association with delinquent friends is similar when the two subsamples are
compared (Z = 1.06; NS).
Yet, while girls who succeeded the stop using drugs do not appear to have a significantly
higher level of attachment to school, or higher levels of self-control, and they do not report more
intense parental monitoring than the female drug users, boys who ceased using drugs do.
Compared to persisters, male desisters are significantly more likely to be attached to school, they
report higher levels of parental supervision, and they have higher levels of self-control. For
instance, with each unit increase in low self-control the odds of being a desister versus a persister
decrease by 3.4% (OR = .966; p< .05) for boys. These results suggest that for AI boys, directly
and indirectly, the school and the parents may play an important role in encouraging desistance
from drug use. Indirectly, through parental supervision, parents may influence the adolescents’
selection of friends, which in turn can help female and male adolescents resist the temptation to
continue drug usage.

Similarities and Differences between Abstainers and Desisters
Model 3 in tables 6 & 7 compares male and female desisters with their peers who did not
report drug usage. It can be noticed that for the most part, in both subsamples adolescents who
stopped using drugs have a lot in common with their peers who never used drugs. Both males and
females who abstained from drug usage or ceased to use drugs have comparable levels of family
and school attachment, they report a similar level of parental monitoring, and they are more likely
to live with both biological parents. However, both boys and girls who used drugs at some point
tend to associate with delinquent friends more frequently than adolescents who never used drugs
and on average, they tend to be older than those who abstained from drug use. Additionally, while
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self-control does not differentiate adolescent boys who stopped using drugs from male peers who
never used drugs, girls who abstained from drug use tend to have a significantly higher level of
self-control than girls who reported lifetime drug use, but not recent drug use.
*
To summarize, the results of the multivariate analyses conducted in each subsample show
that gender has a relatively low ability to moderate the relationship between the selected predictors
and variations in drug use.
•
Results indicate that for the most part, the same predictors differentiate adolescents
who abstained from drug use or temporarily used drugs from adolescents who reported lifetime
and recent drug use and that gender-based comparisons showed more similarities than differences
when abstainers and persistent drug users were compared.
•
Except family attachment, the selected predictors impact drug use significantly and
in accordance with the theoretical predictions.
•
Although most tests for differences in the logistic regression coefficients did not
detect significant interaction effects, results showed that the effect of self-control as a predictor of
substance misuse is significantly higher for female adolescents than it is for boys.
•
Findings show that living with both biological parents appears to have a
delinquency protective effect for girls.
•
Both boys and girls who reported lifetime drug usage but did not report recent drug
use (i.e., desisters) were significantly less likely to report association with delinquent friends when
compared to their counterparts who continued to use drugs.
•
Compared to persistent drug users, male desisters are significantly more likely to
be attached to school, they report higher levels of parental supervision, and they have higher levels
of self-control.
•
Boys and girls who desisted from drug use share more similarities than differences
with their counterparts who never used drugs.
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Table 6. Logit estimates for drug usage among American Indian male adolescents
Variable
Family attachment
School attachment
Delinquent friends
Low self-control
Parental monitoring
Age
Family structure (intact)
Constant
Model χ2
Pseudo R2 (Nagelkerke)
N = 1,604

Model 1
Abstainers vs. Persisters
B
SE
OR
-.033**
.013
.967
.088***
.021
1.092
-.277***
.024
.758
-.032**
.012
.969
.088***
.021
1.092
-.237***
.038
.789
.081
.128
1.084
4.013*** .719

Model 2
Desisters vs. Persisters
B
SE
-.016
.017
.071**
.028
-.086**
.031
-.034*
.016
.090***
.028
-.037
.048
-.069
.172
-1.072
.958
340.797***
.223

OR
.984
1.074
.918
.966
1.094
.964
.934

Model 3
Desisters vs. Abstainers
B
SE
OR
.017
.017
1.017
-.017
.028
.983
.192***
.032
1.211
-.003
.017
.997
.002
.030
1.002
.201*** .051
1.222
-.149
.175
.861
-5.084***
.990

*p< .05; **p< .01; ***p< .001. B = logistic regression coefficient; SE = standard error; OR = odds ratio.
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Table 7. Logit estimates for drug usage among American Indian female adolescents
Variable
Family attachment
School attachment
Delinquent friends
Low self-control
Parental monitoring
Age
Family structure (intact)
Constant
Model χ2
Pseudo R2 (Nagelkerke)
N = 1,584

Model 1
Abstainers vs. Persisters
B
SE
OR
-.036*
.016
.965
.059**
.022
1.061
-.300***
.026
.741
-.074***
.012
.929
.066**
.024
1.068
-.261***
.038
.771
.406**
.129
1.501
5.512*** .812

Model 2
Desisters vs. Persisters
B
SE
OR
-.014
.021
.986
.037
.031
1.038
-.135***
.034
.874
-.013
.017
.987
.039
.032
1.040
.054
.051
1.055
.103
.182
1.109
-1.884
1.101
380.930***
.251

*p< .05; **p< .01; ***p< .001. B = logistic regression coefficient; SE = standard error; OR = odds ratio.

Model 3
Desisters vs. Abstainers
B
SE
OR
.021
.023
1.021
-.022
.033
.978
.165***
.037
1.180
.060***
.018
1.062
-.027
.035
.974
.314***
.054
1.369
-.303
.188
.739
-7.396***
1.174

CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Informed by two control theories (Hirschi’s [1969] social bond theory and
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s [1990] general theory of crime) this dissertation sought to
identify the factors more likely to predict differences in substance misuse in an understudy
population subgroup – American Indian adolescents. In accordance with the social control
paradigm, which states that normative behavior and not delinquent/deviant behavior should
be explained (Hirschi, 1969), the author of this study was interested in identifying the
predictors of abstention from drug use and cessation from drug use.
While results show that about a half of adolescent American Indian males (49%)
and females (52%) reported substance misuse when the study was conducted, findings also
show that a relatively important segment of the population subgroup under study desisted
from drug use (i.e., 13% of the male adolescents and 11% of the female adolescents).
Findings also show that marijuana was the illegal drug most frequently used by the
respondents included in this analysis. Only 7% of the respondents in each gender group
reported recent use of drugs other than marijuana. Nonetheless, even though data used in
this study have been collected between 2009 and 2013 and recent information indicates
that substance misuse decreased nationally among adolescents, recent research continues
to show that Native American adolescents continue to have higher rates of substance
misuse than adolescents belonging to other ethnic/racial groups in the United States (Lee
et al., 2021). Therefore, the current study is timely and the information it provides might
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help policy makers, tribal leaders, school administrators, and parents take theoretically
informed measures that could prevent drug use or deter adolescents from substance misuse.
For the most part, findings included in this dissertation show empirical support for
the theories that framed the analysis. To reiterate, social bond theory suggests that strong
ties to informal institutions of social control, such as the family, school, and pro-social
peers are effective means to prevent delinquency and crime in childhood and adolescence
(Hirschi, 1969). Following the theoretical predictions, this study hypothesized that AI
adolescents who have stronger bonds to family and school and are less likely to associate
with delinquent peers will be more likely to abstain from using drugs and to show
desistance from drug use. Different from prior research (Hart & Mueller, 2013;
HeavyRunner-Rioux & Hollist, 2010; Ӧzbay & Ӧzcan, 2006) that examined the correlates
of the parent – child bond, drug users reported a higher level of family attachment than
those who did not report drug usage. Although, as Schroeder and Ford (2012) noted, some
prior studies found that parental bonds and drug use were not always related, results
presented here show significant effects but not in the direction anticipated by Hirschi’s
(1969) theory of social control. Yet it should be noted that adolescents who use drugs might
be influenced not only by peers, but also by family members. Empirical research, for
instance, shows that parents or older family members who use drugs or misuse alcohol, or
who break the law, can increase youth's risk of future drug problems (Biederman et al.,
2000). In the case of AI adolescents, it is possible that attachment to family did not have
the anticipated effect because, as Meldrum et al. (2022) found, adolescents attached to
parents who do not discourage drug use are less likely to abstain from and/or to stop using
drugs. This finding suggests that one of the social learning theoretical concepts (i.e.,
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differential reinforcement) (Akers et al., 1979) might be able to offer a better explanation
of variations in substance use than the social control theoretical concept (i.e., family
attachment) used in this study. In support of this assertion are the results of a recent study
that examined the 2015 – 2019 marijuana use among a nationally representative sample of
adolescents. The study found that Native American adolescents reported the lowest
parental disapproval rate for using drugs among seven ethnic/racial groups. Moreover, the
odds of being discouraged by parents to use drugs were 32% lower for Native American
adolescents than they were for White adolescents (Lee et al., 2021). Furthermore, knowing
that illegal drug usage is common among AI adults (Brave Heart et al., 2011; Luna et al.,
2019; Skewes & Blume, 2019), it seems plausible to assume that AI adolescents experience
higher exposure to family members who use drugs. And if a child is attached to family
members who are drug users, then the child may not be motivated to abstain from using
drugs and might be discouraged to stop using drugs. Yet due to data limitations, it is not
known if substance misuse was occurring or not in the respondent’s family and the effect
of this potentially important variable could not be examined. Future research, however,
should examine the effect of exposure to illegal drugs in the family environment and its
potential moderating effect when the impact of family/parental attachment on the
adolescents’ substance misuse is examined.
Nevertheless, as anticipated and consistent with prior research (Bahr et al., 2005;
Chan et al., 2017; Farrell & White, 1998; Ford, 2009; Galaif & Newcomb, 1999; Henry &
Slater, 2007; Nguyen, 2021; Kalu et al., 2020; Tibbetts & Whittimore, 2002), students with
high attachment to school were significantly more likely to abstain from drug and to desist
from drug use, as other studies also found (Bryant et al., 2003; Loeber et al., 1991). Also,
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as anticipated, adolescents who did not report drug use were significantly less likely to
report association with delinquent friends. This finding is consistent with previous research
showing that there is a positive link between strong social bonds to delinquent friends and
substance misuse (Barfield-Cottledge, 2015; Chan et al., 2017; Sussman et al., 2007).
For the most part, results also show gender invariant effects of the selected social
control theoretical predictors on drug use. As previously noted, gender does not appear to
moderate the relationship between family attachment, bonds to delinquent peers, and
variations in drug use. For example, for both male and female adolescents, family
attachment had comparable effects on variations in drug use. And association with
delinquent peers had the anticipated effects in both gender groups. Meanwhile, although
both male and female adolescents who did not report drug use had a higher level of school
attachment than AI students who were drug users, school attachment appears to play a more
important role in the desistance process for boys than it does for girls.
Regarding the general theory of crime, as anticipated by Gottfredson and Hirschi
(1990) and consistent with prior research findings (Fergusson et al., 1993; Pedersen, 1991;
Tibbetts & Whittimore, 2002), a low level of self-control significantly predicted drug use.
When compared to students who continued to use drugs, both abstainers and desisters had
a higher level of self-control. This is consistent with the findings reported in previous
studies (Chapple et al., 2005; Conner et al., 2009). Additional analyses show that gender
moderated the effect of self-control on drug use. Specifically, the effect of self-control
when differentiating abstainers from persistent drug users is significantly stronger for girls.
This difference in effect indicates that in the long run the negative effects of a low level of
self-control might be more pronounced for female adolescents. While both girls and boys
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with low levels of self-control are more likely to use drugs, American Indian parents or
legal guardians should pay special attention to girls during their formative years because
as Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) noted, “the major cause of low self-control is ineffective
child rearing” (p. 97).
Following Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) predictions, it has been anticipated that
the level of parental monitoring reported by AI adolescents who acknowledged drug usage
would be lower than the level of parental monitoring reported by adolescents who abstained
or desisted from using drugs. Findings show that in both gender groups, students who did
not report drug usage were significantly more likely to report increased parental
supervision. These results are congruent with prior research findings showing that parental
monitoring was more likely to deter drug use among adolescents (Chapple et al., 2005;
Choquet et al., 2008; Farrell & White, 1998; Robertson et al., 2008; Villarreal & Nelson,
2018). Similarly, as prior research also found (Barnes et al., 2000; Curran et al., 2000;
Curran et al., 1997; Wills et al., 2001), students who stopped using drugs also reported
higher levels of parental monitoring than those who continued to use drugs. Yet results also
show that gender appears to impact the effect of parental supervision when predicting
desistance from drug usage. Specifically, findings indicate that parental monitoring might
play a more important role in the desistance process for boys than it does for girls. This is
not surprising given the fact that American Indian girls included in the analysis reported
on average a higher levels of drug use even if they reported more intense parental
supervision boys did. In short, because parental supervision is less common among boys it
might be more effective in encouraging desistance if it would intensify.
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Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) posited that children who grow up with both parents
would benefit from higher levels of parental supervision and as a result, would have higher
levels of self-control. Consistent with the theoretical predictions and prior research
(Andreescu, 2019; Barrett & Turner, 2006; Brown & Rinelli, 2010; Hemovich et al., 2011;
Kroese et al., 2021), results showed that in the overall sample, adolescents living with both
biological parents were significantly less likely to report drug use. Gender-based analyses
suggest that living in an intact family seems to be especially beneficial for AI girls. If
family structure does not appear to differentiate male drug users from male non-users or
desisters, girls living with both parents are more likely to abstain from drug use. As
bivariate analyses show, AI female adolescents who live with both parents also report
higher levels of parental monitoring (r= .142; p< .01), while for boys who live in intact
families, parental supervision is not much higher than it is found among boys in different
living arrangements (r= .048; p< .05). This might explain why living with both parents
deters girls from using drugs but has no significant effect on boys.
The study also examined the effects of one’s age and gender on variations in drug
use. When compared to persistent drug users, both boys and girls who abstain from drug
use tend to be younger, as other studies also found (Akers & Lee, 1999; Chapple et al.,
2005; Moffitt, 1993; Stanley et al., 2014). Consistent with prior studies (Miller et al., 2012;
Spear et al., 2005), results also show that compared to AI girls, males are more likely to
abstain from drug use and are more likely to desist from drug use (i.e., the odds of being
an abstainer are almost 19% higher for males than they are for girls and the odds of
desisting from drug usage are almost 35% higher for males than they are for females).
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Additionally, it has been anticipated that adolescents who ceased using drugs
(desisters) would be more likely to resemble adolescents who abstained from using drugs.
And as other studies also found (Choquet et al., 2008; Lee et al., 2020; Loeber et al., 1991;
Wills et al., 2001), results show that abstainers and desisters share more similarities than
differences. Family attachment, school attachment, parental monitoring, family structure,
as well as one’s gender are no longer differentiating desisters from abstainers.
Although the current study provides useful information and contributes to a better
understanding of the individual and contextual factors that shape the American Indian
adolescents’ behavior as it relates to substance misuse, this research has several limitations
that should be mentioned.

Study Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research
The data used for this dissertation came from a large longitudinal epidemiological
study conducted by researchers from Colorado State University (CSU) between 2009 and
2013. Even though data have been collected over a period of several years, this is a crosssectional study based on aggregated data and causal inferences cannot be made. In order to
better observe desistance processes, future research may overcome this limitation by using
longitudinal panel data that would allow a more rigorous identification of the factors able
to influence desistance from drug use. The data set used in this study was based on selfreport surveys and some potential bias in responses is possible. As Murphy and Rosenman
(2019) noted, self-reports might not accurately reflect reality, especially when respondents
are required to refer to sensitive information, such as illegal behavior. The study relied on
data collected almost a decade ago, and the age of the data may be another limitation that
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future research should overcome. Although American Indian youth are regularly included
in studies based on nationally representative samples of adolescents, the actual sample of
AI adolescents is usually very small because there are only 1.6 million AI youth 18 years
old and younger. For instance, less than one percent (0.63%) of the respondents included
in Lee et al.’s (2021) study based on the National Survey on Drug Use and Health were
Native Americans adolescents. Because substance misuse continues to plague AI
communities it is important to collect detailed information using larger samples of AI
youth, that would represent all the tribal communities.
Furthermore, this study was based on a secondary data analysis, which limited the
selection of the variables relevant for the analysis. For instance, important questions, such
as drug usage by family members (e.g., parents, siblings) could not be operationalized
because the survey used in the original study did not include questions pertaining to drug
use at the family level. Another study limitation relates to the way desistance has been
operationalized in the current study. Although desisters have been defined as respondents
who used any illegal drug in the past but not during the month preceding the survey, there
is no way of knowing if the respondent did not use drugs again, after the survey has been
completed. As noted earlier, the use of panel data collected over a longer period might
overcome this limitation and the process of desistance from drug use might be more clearly
defined. Moreover, the sample used in this analysis included only adolescents enrolled in
school when the study was conducted. Consequently, the findings might not generalize to
AI students who have dropped out of school. Future research might be able to overcome
this study limitation by using a more inclusive sample that would incorporate not only AI
youth living on reservations but also AI living outside of tribal communities.
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Moreover, future research should combine quantitative research methods of data
collection with qualitative research, such as in-depth interviews with adolescents and their
parents, focus groups with adolescents and members of the tribal communities, and
systematic observation. Formalized surveys restrict the information that can be collected
and, in many instances, limit our understanding of the problems that affect Native
Americans youth and impact their behavior. For example, in one of the few studies that
specifically focused on trajectories of substance use among young AI adolescents,
Whitesell et al. (2014) highlighted the importance of early substance use prevention
programs that address the impact of stressful events and deviant peers on the adolescents’
behavioral outcomes. For many researchers, who are frequently outsiders that are not
familiar with the history and trauma experienced by Native Americans it might be difficult
to design comprehensive data collection instruments if interviews with the potential
subjects are not conducted before surveys are designed. Furthermore, future research
should involve Native American scholars and tribal representatives in the planning and
design of any study that intends to collect data about AI youth. Additionally, future
research that plans to address substance misuse within AI communities should pay
attention to the heterogeneity of the AI population and should promote tangible health
benefits to the community under study. To develop a robust substance abuse research
program, researchers should adopt a partnered approach guided by the research priorities
of the tribal community and the facts that are important to native people. Moreover, Etz
and her colleagues recommend that systematic efforts to increase the research capacity of
the tribal communities (by training qualified indigenous investigators to conduct
interventions, collect and analyze data) should be made as well (Etz et al., 2012, p. 374).
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Policy implications
Available epidemiological research as well as the information included in this study
demonstrate that substance misuse is a serious public health problem Native American
communities are facing with. This study shows that the family, the school, and the peer
group have interconnected roles that play an important part in the socialization process of
the AI youth and their adherence to normative social behavior. Specifically, findings show
that a high level of self-control, weak bonds to delinquent peers, strong social bonds to
school, and sustained parental supervision may not only prevent substance misuse but may
also play an important role in the desistance process. Although, as one author noted, the
family and the school may have a limited capacity to influence the adolescents’ selection
of friends or their level of attachment to a particular peer group, by stressing the long-term
costs of substance misuse, these two important socializing agents can change the
adolescents’ thinking patterns and pro-drug use rationalizations (Andreescu, 2019).
Moreover, parents and educators should cooperate to effectively monitor the children’s
behavior and help them develop self-control at an early age. Even though “in the
contemporary American society the school has a difficult time teaching self-control”,
research shows that the school can be an effective socializing agency, especially when
parents support the rules and the disciplinary measures instituted to correct the students’
lapses in self-control (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990, pp. 105-106). As previously noted, the
findings of this study are consistent with the results presented in a multitude of prior studies
and the policy implications of the current research do not differ from those included in
research studies that addressed the adolescents’ substance misuse for the past decades. The
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school, the family, and the community should combine efforts to prevent and dissuade
adolescents from using drugs. However, even if many drug-prevention programs targeting
adolescents have been implemented in schools and communities, not all have been
successful. Most of these programs are developmental prevention interventions, which are
designed to prevent delinquent behavior and target risk and protective factors discovered
in studies of human development (Farrington & Welsh, 2007)
A recent systematic review of evaluation studies that examined the effectiveness of
various family- and school-based interventions meant to prevent adolescents from using
drugs found that programs that succeeded to improve the parent – child communication
skills and the parents’ monitoring skills and increased the adolescents’ attachment to school
showed positive outcomes, as they related to substance misuse. In sum, school-based
programs which include both student and parent components are effective in reducing drug
use among youth (Newton et al., 2017). Among programs that target the children and their
parents, four types of programs are particularly successful. These programs involve parent
education (in the context of home visiting), parent management training, child skills
training, and preschool intellectual enrichment programs (Farrington & Welsh, 2007).
Piquero et al.’s (2009) systematic review also shows that many of these programs are
effective.
One program specifically designed to address substance misuse is Creating Lasting
Family Connections (CLFC). The program targets adolescents aged 9-17 years and
families living in high-risk environments. The program intends to enhance family bonding
and communication skills among parents and youth and has been delivered over a 20-week
period by trained facilitators. Post-treatment outcome evaluation results showed less
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frequent drug use among adolescents and a reduction in family violence and substance
misuse at the family level, 12 months after the program ended (Griffin & Botvin, 2010).
The Brief Strategic Family Therapy (BSFT) is another program that produced
positive results. The intervention targets parents with behavior management issues, whose
children exhibit early substance use and delinquency problems. The program lasts 8 to 12
weeks and is administered by BSFT counselors, who provide focus interventions in
combination with training meant to improve their parental skills. Evaluation results
revealed BSFT produced reductions in youth marijuana use and overall substance use.
Similar results were found for adolescent girls who showed significantly greater reductions
in substance use at the 1-year follow-up assessment compared with girls in the control
group (Griffin & Botvin, 2010).
The available literature indicates that school-based prevention programs can play
an essential role in reducing youth’s risk for substance use as well. Several programs are
designed especially for targeting the adolescents considered to be at high risk for substance
use initiation. For instance, research has shown that personal and social skills training, and
refusal skills may effectively reduce incidence and prevalence of drug use (Moran &
Reaman, 2002). Furthermore, the Life Skills Training (LST) program is a universal
program designed for middle or junior high school students. The program combines drug
resistance skills with social competence skills to build resilience. The program is based on
30 class sessions over 3 years. Evaluation results revealed LST produced reductions in
marijuana and other illicit drug use (Griffin & Botvin, 2010).
Another program that showed promising results is the Project Toward No Drug
Abuse (TND). The program is designed to help high-risk students (14 to 19 years old) resist
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substance use and abuse. The program intends to improve the students’ self-control, coping
skills, and plans to increase the students’ ability to resist the temptation to use drugs. The
program is based on 12 lessons with a video component showing how substance abuse can
impede life goals. Outcome evaluations revealed that TND produced a 25% reduction in
rates of hard drug use and a 22% reduction in marijuana use in the experimental group
relative to the control group at the 1-year follow-up (Griffin and Botvin, 2010).
Yet, although many interventions meant to prevent and deter substance misuse
proved to be effective when applied to youth in the general populations, scholars who
conduct research in Native communities argue that the adaptation and implementation in
Native American communities of evidence-based interventions designed for non-Native
youth is “decidedly a sub-optimal approach” (Walters et al., 2020, p. 54). These scholars
argue that in order to be successful, health-promotion interventions, including programs
meant to prevent adolescent substance misuse, should incorporate in the program design
the cultural worldviews and protocols of the Native communities (Baldwin et al., 2021;
Walters et al., 2020). And a review of the literature demonstrates that substance abuse
prevention programs that targeted AI youth and reported positive outcomes are indeed
programs that incorporated the Native Americans’ cultural, traditional, spiritual, and
family values. Research also shows that interventions that include “talking circles”, an
important concept for many indigenous groups today, appear to contribute to a reduction
in substance use. Furthermore, research indicates that interventions targeting AI youth have
an increased rate of success if they are culturally tailored to each Native American
community and if they actively engage the community in the development and
implementation of these programs (see Baldwin et al., 2021).
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Although the number of rigorous outcome evaluations of programs meant to
prevent and reduce the AI adolescents’ substance use and abuse is limited, there are
programs that showed promise. Among them is the Cherokee Talking Circle and SelfReliance Model (CTC), which is a community-based substance abuse intervention
designed for Keetoowah Cherokee students in the early stages of substance abuse. The
program is developed in collaboration with Keetoowah-Cherokee community
representatives and a tribal Elder, and targets students ages 13 to 18 who are substance
users. An outcome evaluation based on a quasi-experimental design showed that students
involved in the CTC program registered a significant reduction in substance use and related
problems when compared to students exposed to a standard intervention (Be a Winner/Drug
Abuse Resistance Education) that was not culturally based (Lowe et al., 2012). Another
intervention that used a community-based and tribal participatory research (CBPR/TPR)
approach and showed promising results is Healing of the Canoe. Developed through a
partnership between the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Institute at the University of Washington
and the Suquamish and Port Gamble S’Klallam tribes, the program aims to prevent
substance use disorders among tribal adolescents through a culturally grounded social skills
intervention. The program consists of an 11-session curriculum, attempting to prevent
initiation of substance use among those not yet using and de-escalation among those who
have already used drugs. An outcome evaluation conducted four months after exposure to
treatment showed a significant reduction in substance use compared to baseline data
(Donovan et al., 2015). Although promising results were obtained, the evaluation design
did not include a control group and the experimental group included a very small number
of students.
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Nevertheless, a recently published ethnographic study that described the
implementation of a culturally centered manualized intervention specially designed for
three unique/different tribal communities also presents effective strategies that should be
incorporated in programs that address adolescent substance misuse in Native communities.
These programs should promote a dialogue between many generations of community
members including youth, parents, elders, and educators. They should also include
community-based activities that promote positive social relationships in the community,
develop traditional skills, incorporate traditional cultural activities and teachings, and draw
on cultural sources of resilience. Moreover, programs should inform the youth about the
consequences of substance use and the program design should address a wide array of
social issues that form the roots of the substance-use problem (Baldwin et al., 2021, pp.
784-785).

Conclusion
Despite the extensive body of research that examined the correlates of substance
misuse among adolescent population groups, limited research has been conducted on
desistance from substance use during adolescence. Additionally, the number of
theoretically informed studies that explored the risk and protective factors associated with
substance misuse among American Indian adolescents is relatively small. Moreover, to the
author’s knowledge no study examined the individual-level factors contributing to
American Indian youth’s desistance from drug use. Furthermore, theoretically informed
research that explored the correlates of abstention and desistance from drug use in
adolescent samples differentiated by gender is limited as well. This dissertation sought to
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advance the scholarship on desistance processes in adolescence in general and the
American Indian youth’s desistance from substance misuse in particular, by addressing the
aforementioned gaps in the literature.
Findings show that strong bonds to school, parental supervision, weak association
with delinquent friends, and high self-control predict abstention from drug use in both
gender subgroups. Different from the theoretical predictions, strong family bonds are more
likely to be reported by persistent drug users, suggesting that the quality of the parent –
child relationship is not always a valid predictor of the adolescent’s behavioral outcomes,
especially when the parents’ tolerance to delinquent behavior is not considered. Results
also show that both boys and girls who ceased using drugs associated with delinquent
friends much less than persistent drug users did, suggesting that for American Indian youth
exposure to positive role models may significantly impact desistance from substance
misuse. Although for the most part the effects of the selected predictors are gender
invariant, results also show that increased bonds to school and parental monitoring are
conducive to desistance from drug use among AI boys and that living in intact families
protects AI girls from using drugs. This suggests that policies and programs that intend to
prevent or reduce illegal drug use should consider tailoring intervention in accordance with
the adolescents’ gender-specific vulnerabilities and needs.
The findings derived from this dissertation have important implications for theory,
research, and practice. This dissertation advances theory by testing the validity of two
prominent social control theories as potential explanations of desistance from delinquent
behavior. By expanding the general knowledge regarding the factors that predict resistance
to drug in an understudied population subgroup - American Indian youth, the current study
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advances research as well. By highlighting the importance of the family and school during
a child’s formative years and by showing that adolescents who abstain from drug use and
those who desist from substance misuse have a lot in common, this dissertation also
informs evidence-based interventions meant to prevent and reduce substance use in a highrisk population subgroup.
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